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PREFACE

This study of the Texas State Library System was conducted in

three phases and a report was published at the conclusion of each phase,

as follows:

I. ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNANCE AND OPERATIONS OF THE SYSTEM

II. ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNANCE

III. MODEL LEGISLATION AND ANALYSIS

This volume unites all three reports under a single cover, They

are presented in sequence herein, precisely in their original form, and

as a whole are entitled A Study of the Texas State Librarv System.

The purpose of the study, based on analysis of the library system

from its inception, was to recommend any necessary changes in governance

and methods which would improve library services. The'reports were written

to share extensively findings of the consultant regarding the strengths

and weaknesses of existing arrangements, to examine in same detail the alter-

natives for making improvements, and to analyze and support the rationale

for modification of the current governing arrangements of the Library
5

system. Proposed legislation for a new system of governance ws prepared,

together with extensive comment on implementing regulations and inter-

agency relationships.

The object of the proposals is to provide the basis, in practical

aLd feasible form, for the development of one of th,.- finest state library

systems in the United States. They would. bring libraries of all

types into a strong voluntary, cooperative, dece,." :lized arrangement capable

of raising service to patrons to a new high in the Ustory of Texas libraries

while still maintaining the individual authority and discretion of each

library member.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years the libraries of the United States have experienced
an unusual growth in range and depth of services, one which recalls a
similar period in the early part of this century. Thil earlier stimulus
to library development came from a single philanthropist, Andrew Carnegie,
who determinedly gave away a fortune, much of it for the construction of
library buildings. The recipient communities responded by appropriating
local funds for operation, in aggregate far exceeding previous totals and
in communities that otherwise might not have possessed a library for many
years.

In recent years the federal government, through a series of
legislative enactments and appropriations, ushered in a new period of
library development. Again the communities responded, this time with
increased appropriations for buildings as well as additional staff and
materials.

Recently state governments began to participate more actively in
library development, an initiative which, except for internal library
concerns of the state governments, represented for many of them a new direc-
tion for state policy. While a few states started much earlier than others
in encouraging libraries, the movement has now become general although not
universal. In this way a combined state and federal effort has brought a
new dynamism to this public program, which has evoked an enthusiastic
response in many local and state library organizations.

The citizens of Texas and their official representatives in state
and local government are ;articipating in the nationwide movement to
upgrade a relatively neglected aspect of the country's educational,
cultural, economic, and recreational service to the people, one which is
and must be largely in the public sector of national activity. After
several years of preliminary study and development by the library community,
the State adopted legislation to enhance cooperation among libraries as a
means of enriching library service to the public while obtaining some
economies of scale in the process. The Library System Act of 1969 pro-
vides for "...the establishment, operation, and financing of a state
library system consisting of a network of interrelated cooperating
library systems designed to provide adequate library facilities and serv-
ices to the public." From 1909 the laws of Texas had directed the State
Library "to encourage libraries" but previously this mandate had not been
supported by sufficient state appropriations to give it much meaning.

Even under the Library Systems Act initial state funds were token
in nature until Fiscal Year 1976. However, the State Library utilized
1.8 million dollars of federal funds in FY1975 to provide the first
substantial impetus to systems' operations. This provided the first

13
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significant opportunity to test the viability of the organizational
structure for library cooperation set forth in the 1969 legislation.
The second year (FY1976) saw the first large state appropriation, about
$1,000,000, for implementation of the Systems Act, to which approx-
imately an additional $1,800,000 of federal funds were allocated, subject
to appropriation.

Immediate operational problems arose as soon as increased funding
enabled substantial cooperative endeavors. From members of the ten
library systems created in the State, each supervised by the largest city
library located in the area, arose many suggestions for improvement in
the program and its operation. Conflicts regarding both resource alloca-
tion and organizational relationships became numerous. This situation
appeared to threaten the hoped-for growth and development of a poten-
tially powerful means for extending library service to the citizens of
Texas.

Rather than overlook the evidence of malfunctioning organizational
relationships, the State Library took the leadership in initiating a
study of operations to date, with the objective of acting quickly to
remedy any awkward or unsatisfactory aspects of governance and operation
under the Library System Act by changes within existing legislation, or
by new legislation, or both. In arriving at proposeld changes, it was
proposed that the views and experience of the library community should
be applied to the problems, in the analysis of possible solutions, and in
the final resolution.

Public Administration Service (PAS) a not-for-profit management
consulting organization serving the public sector since 1933, was re-
tained to carry out the study with extensive collaboration of the library

community. The Texas State Library and Historical Commission, the Systems
Act Advisory Board, and a Systems Study Advisory Committee, as well as
the State Librarian and the Division of Library Development of the State
Library, officially represent the library community of the State in
receiving and acting upon each report made by the consultant. In order,

however, to encourage full participation the State Librarian directed that
relevant questionnaires be distributed to system libraries and that
copies of the reports be distributed promptly to all public libraries
who are members of the systems established under the 1969 Act, and to
other libraries indicating an interest, in order to obtain their comments
on the issues raised.

The following four reports will issue from the study, of which this
is the first:

Phase I Progress Report. Analyais of Organization,
Operations, and Governance of the Existing State Library

System. 'lecember 1975)

Phase II,Progress Report. Analysis of Alternative Management
Systems and Development of a Proposed Model for the Governance
and Administration of the Texas State Library System.
(January 1976)

144-2



Phase III Progress Report. Draft Model Legislation for the
Texas State Library System. (February 1967)

Final Report. A Final Report of the Governance of the
Texas State Library System and Proposed Legislation.

. (March 1976)

Based on the Phase II Progress Report, it is anticipated that the
Commission, Advisory Board, and Advisory Committee will select a modified
governance model appropriate for the Texas State Library System, and the
Consultant's work in Phases III and IV will reflect this choice in a
proposed revision of the system legislation. The Final Report will then
be further subjected to the scrutiny of the official bodies and the
library community as a whole, with the hope and expectation ultimately
of presenting to the Texas Legislature in 1977 a legislative proposal
which will be representative of the aspirations of the library community
of the State. By building successfully on the systems dbncept initiated
by the first act, it is hoped that an improved system of governance will
enable the libraries of the State fully to achieve the forward-looking
goals of interlibrary cooperation.

Study Methodology

In conducting the study, extensive documentation regarding t4
development of systems in Texas under the 1969 Act was supplied by i16
State Library, including plans of service, contracts, historical reviews,
and statistical material. Additionally, existing law, rules and regula-
tions were provided.

Extensive interviews of State Library personnel were conducted.
These included meetings with State Librarian Dorman H. Winfrey and
Assistant State Librarian William D. Gooch, often with the participation
of one of the Special Consultants. Several lengthy scheduled interviews
were held with personnel of the Division of Library Development,'including
Raymond Hitt, Director, and Patricia Smith, Manager of Planning and
Management. There were also numerous conferences as the work of the
study progressed.

Visits were made to each system's headquarters. Special Consultants
who participated in most of these visits were Lester Stoffel, Director,
Suburban Library System; Alphonse F. Trezza, Executive Director of the
National Commission on Libraries and Information Science; and Keith Doms,
Director of the Free Library of Philadelphia. Mr. Stoffel went to El
Paso, Dallas, and San Antonio; Mr. Trezza to Amarillo and Houston; and
Mr. Dome to Lubbock and Fort Worth. Dr. John 0. Hall, PAS Project Director,
visited all ten Major Resource Centers. On two occasions, during the
presence of the Special Consultants, extensive discussions were held with
the State Librarian and other officials of the State Library regarding
the findings.

A frequent pattern of the visits in each headquarters consisted of
discussion of system affairs with the MRC Director and perhaps the Assistant

15
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Director, followed by a meeting with the System Coordinator, In several

instances, afternoon meetings were then held with larary directors of

member libraries. Several meetings were held with members of Advisory
Councils, and sometimes Advisory Council members were present during

the meetings with library directors. Time permitted a few individual
interviews of directors of member libraries and Advisory Council members.
Some additional views of member librarians and system staff were obtained

by telephone.

Special Consultant Ellen Allman of the faculty of the Library
School of the University of Toronto, examined the performance measures
and program statistics of the systems and member libraries as they have
a bearing on development and evaluation of system services.

James W. Doyle, Staff Associate of PAS, prepared the questionnaire
sent to member libraries and Advisory Council members. He tabulated and

analyzed the results and wrote the corresponding chapter (VIII). He

wrote Chapter VII, Profiles of the Ten Major Resource Systems and prepared
the accompanying tables of Appendix A. He also wrote the chapter on salary
levels and staffing, as well as participating generally in the preparation
of the Phase I report. Mrs. Katherine McMurrey, Special Consultant with
valuable previous experience in the State Library and the Legislative
Reference Library of the State, reviewed the development of library systems
in Texas and wrote part of Chapter II dealing therewith. She contributed
to the development of the questionnaire and reviewed much of the draft of

the report. In addition she researched many of the principal questions
presented and supplied the study staff with relevant publications from the
Professional Library of the State Library, vith the excellent assistance
of its librarian, Mrs. Frances Brownlow, aud from other sources.

Some participants in the preparation of TLA's 1964 Plan for Library
Development and in the drafting of the Library Systems Act of 1969 were
consulted.

Initial contacts, to be extended subsequently, were made with
school, special, and academic librarians, especially the latter, to deter-
mine their interest in cooperative programs with public libraries under
more formal sponsorship and funding.

A particularly important means for obtaining the views of each
interested member library was by questionnaire. The response was excellent

with all ten MRC's, 166 Area Library and Community Libraries returning
completed questionnaires.

The experience of other states was drawn upon extensively through
relevant literature and by personal visits to Illinois and New York. The

wide experience of the Special Consultants was also brought to bear in this
respect, especially with respect to Pennsylvania and Illinois.

As the study progressed, the reaction of personnel of the State
Library and member libraries was sought with respect to identified problems
and the need for modifications of structural arrangements and operations,
program content, and administrative procedures.

16
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II. THE LIBRARY COMMUNITY URGES COOPERATIVE EFFORTS
FOR LIBRARY DEVELOPMENT IN TEXAS

State-wide library development was a key issue with members of
the Texas Library kssociation for at least a decade prior to adoption in
1969 of the Library Systems Act. In 1962 the Library Development Committee
of the Association vas charged with the responsibility for designing a
basic plan that would upgrade individual libraries, and, at the same
time, provide for cooperation among libraries at the local, district,
regional, and state level. The Skeletal Plan for State-wide Library
Development, as it was called, was the first such plan for Texas that
envisioned the systems concept (Texas Libraries, 1963, pp. 53-69).
The pattern of service recommended in the Plan was based on cooperation
among all types of libraries and did not limit participation to just those
libraries supported by tax dollars collected at the local level. The
Plan also called for revision of the library laws of Texas, for checking
the feasibility of I.mplementing voluntary certification of librarians,
and for the accreditation of libraries. The Association then began five
years of work publicizing the Plan and campaigning for the improvement -
of state-wide library services. Other developments also occurred during
these formative years that individually or in combination provided impetub
to adoption of the Systems Act.

In July, 1963, a subcommittee of the Library Development Committee
began preparing standards for public libraries serving areas containing
50,000 or more residents. For libraries serving fewer people, the Com-
mittee recommended the adoption of the American Library Association's
Interim Standards for Small Public Libraries (Texas Library Journal,
1964a, p. 30). Standards were later devised for school library programs
and for college and university libraries. These published Standards,
along with the supplementary "Guidelines for Measuring Progress" (Texas
Library Journal, 1965a, pp. 24-27) provided the goals and measures deemed
important for implementing the State-wide Plan for Library Development, as
the "Skeletal Plan" later came to be known.

Suggestions were made by members of the Library Development Com-
mittee's Subcommittee on Library Laws that also indicated a growing interest
in systems. As early as 1966, the Committee supported the idea of state
aid to libraries with a formula favoring systems over individual libraries
(Texas Library Journal, 1966, p. 22).

Influence of State Grants in Fostering Library Development

Grassroots endeavors of this nature to bring about governmental
action on an important public need are a significant part of the system of
self-government of this democracy. Additionally, federal library programs
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also were influencfng the course of library affairs in state government.
The State Library was greatly aided by these programs in its attempts to

foster library development throughout the State. The provisions of the

1964 Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA), abetted by adoption of

enabling state laws, gave this agency a powerful means of assisting

libraries. The State Library designated the Field Services Division to
administer the federally sponsored program in Texas. Millions of feder-

ally distributed dollars brought library activities to a level of dyna-

mism exceeding any time in the country's history. There was no doubt in

anyone's mind that one objective of the federal program was, and still is,

to encourage a greater level of state participation in library development

and ultimately for the State to assume primary responsibility for many of

the programs initiated by federal fundt.

Federal funds were allocated to those local libraries that showed

a willingness to improve service through increased local tax support and

to those that indicated a,desire to improve service to a level set in the

Standards and Guidelines approved by the Texas Library Association. Multi-

county library systems also were encouraged by the State Library staff

(Texas Library Journal, 1964b, p. 50).

A state plan for the utilization of the LSCA funds divided public

libraries into three groups according to population served. Along the

lines suggested in the Skeletal Plan for State-wide Library Development,,

the State Library Plan designated libraries serving the largest segment

of population as Major Resource Centers; those serving populations between

10,000 to 199,999 were designated as Size II libraries or Resource Centers;

and, those libraries serving populations under 10,000 were termed Area

Centers or Size III libraries (Winfrey 1965, p. 86). In August, 1966,

three years after the designation of libraries according to population

served, members of the State Library staff met with the Library Associa-

tion's Library Development Committee to set up ten service areas in the

State. Each service area or district was formed around a Major Resource

Center Library. The districts also formed the boundaries for field con-

sultant services provided by the Texas State Library staff (Shultz, Marie,

1968, pp. 52-53). Later they were to become the basis for organizing

cooperative library systems. Cooperative efforts varied in the ten

districts and included interlibrary loan reference referral for the smal-

ler libraries, centralized book processing, compilation of area union

lists of serials, and the establishment of workshops conducted for librar-

ians by the Major Resource Centers.

The State Government Listens:
The Library Systems Act Is Approved

The First Texas Governor's Conference on Libraries was held

March 23, 1966, in Austin. Its impact on the acceptance of the system

concept by the lay person was far-reaching. Over twd thousand interested
citizens and professionals dedicated to the idea of better library service

to Texans attended the day-long meeting. Enthusiasm was high and there were

suggestions for drafting legislation calling for state aid to libraries,
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the aid to be administered under a systems plan ((overnor's Conference
on Libraries, 1966, p. 32). Systems already were in operation in some
states and similar preparatory steps were being taken in others. Con-
ferees returned home to begin lobbying for such legislation to'be intro-
duced at the next meeting of the Legislature in January, 1967.

The Texas Library Association's Legislative Committee began
preparing a library systems bill, but the Committee was unable to complete
the final draft in time for introduction by the 1967 Legislature. The
Committee's.completed version was presented to the members of the Texas
Library Association at the annual conference held in the spring of 1968
(Whitten, Sam, 1968, pp. 42-49). Members were urged to publicize the
Systems Code so that legislative.support would be assured for passage
of the bill in 1969. The Task Force Committee created in 1967 by the
Executive Board of the Library Association intensified its promotional
efforts through a state-wide public relations campaign. Staff members
of the Texas State Library served as consultants to the Task Force Com-
mittee. In addition, the Association retained the services of an attorney
to assist in the legal aspects of getting the Systems Code passed into
law. A Citizen's Committee made up of prominent businessmen and civic
leaders lent its support to the bill (Texas Libraries, 1969, pp. 4-5).

On February 6, 1969, Senate Bill 122 was introduced in the Senate
by genators Jack Hightower and A. M. Akin, Jr. On February 11, a com-
panion bill, H.B.260, was introduced in the House of Representatives by
Joe Shannon, Jr. The language of both bills closely followed that drafted
by the Legislative Committee of the Library Association with one important
exception: the Association draft carried no provisions for allocating
funds by formula. The House version of the systems bill, amended in the
Senate to provide a formula for dispersing funds to the systems, finally
passed both houses and was sent to Governor Preston Smith on March 17,
1969. The Governor signed the Systems Act into law March 20, 1969 (Texas
Libraries, 1969, pp. 3-4).

Although the actual passage of the Systems Act took only forty
legislative days, its passage was the culmination,of seven years of joint
effort between the Texas Library Association and the Texas State Library
to make the State-wide Plan for Library.Development a plan backed by law.

The Texas State Library and Historical Commission, the governing
body of the State Library, was designated by the new law to administer
library systems in the State. Although the State Library had been charged
from 1909 to encourage libraries, because of its limited means, it had
served only a modest role in this respect. Over the years it had been
required to direct much of its attention to serving the State Government
itself. The LSCA program had enabled the State Library to focus more of
its energy on libraries throughout the State, primarily public libraries
in accordance with federal orientation. Now, at long last, an improved
state mechanism had been created for aiding and cooperating with libraries.
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The Library Systems Act of 1969 did not reflect precisely, however,

the 1964 Skeletal Plan for State-wide Library Development. In that plan

a system of service involving all types of libraries was called for. The

Act, however, dealt only with public libraries and excluded all other

types of libraries from membership and from system benefits. The result-

ing public library systems could contract with other types of libraries

to obtain services but were not authorized to extend services. This legal

requirement led, therefore, to the creation of systems with membership

limited to public libraries.

The Implementation of the Library Systems Act

The passage of the Library Systems Act did not result, however,

in an immediate flowering of library cooperation under its provisions. The

initial state appropriation was for only $25,000, sufficient merely to
employ a single staff member as a planner. Nothing was made available for

program execution. In FY72 the first of four annual program appropriations,
each for $50,000, was approved by the state legislature. This amount was

distributed to the ten district library systems according to the legal

formula in the Systems Act. It was barely enough to keep the systems

concept alive. Skeptics were reinforced.

At this low point in the history of cooperative library develop-

ment, the State Library, aided by the fortuitous availability of LSCA.

funds received after a long delay, decided that a critical time had come

for infusing life into the moribund Systems Act. An entire year's

federal appropriation under LSCA, totaling approximately $1.8 million,

was allocated to systems development in FY75. This was intended to enable

the ten organized systems to demonstrate their ability to plan, organize,

staff, and direct cooperative services at a level originally intended but

until then impossible.

At the same time, a renewed effort was initiated to inform the

State Legislature of the dire need of Texas citizens for more adequate

public library services, which were lagging well behind national levels.

Based on two-year plans of service prepared by the ten systems, the State

Library asked for state appropriations of $2.8 million in FY76 and $3.9

million in FY77. Although reduced to about one and two million dollars
respectively, the Legislature then made its first important appropriations

in support of cooperative library development. The first year's state

appropriation of one million dollars for systems operations would be

supplemented agaiL, under state legislation,.by LSCA funds of approx-

imately $1.8 million. The total thus planned for FY76 exceeded the first

year of substantial funding by an amount of one million dollars.

Consequently, the aspirations expressed by the Texas Library

Association in 1964 began to be realized ten years later, even though

only public libraries rather than all libraries were to be the direct

beneficiaries. The responsibility was now passed to the public libraries

of Texas to demonstrate their ability to work collectively under the new

law and to achieve a much higher level of library service for their
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patrons, one which could not have been achieved by continuing under more
isolated, unstructured arrangements. They were provided $1.8 million in
FY75, an expected $2.8 million in FY76, and a minimum of $2.0 million in
FY77 even without expectedbut unspecified federal funds. The challenge
was passed to the ten district library systems, and it remains there at
this time, to prove that the promise of better library service through
cooperative endeavor can be effectively carried out. Continued public
support of this concept may rest on their forthcoming record of performance.



III. STATE GOVERNANCE OF THE LIBRARY SYSTEMS ACT

The State of Texas has a single organization concerned with all
libraries within its borders--the State Library. Other state agencies
are also concerned with certain specific library sectors, such as in-
stitutional libraries, school libraries, and academic libraries. Cities
and counties support local public libraries, and the sponsorship of
special libraries is varied indeed. The State Library pravides a point
of convergence for mutual library interests; it is by law both the
servant of the entire library community and the administrative arm of the
State in library matters. The organization of the State Library is
depicted on the following page (Chart 1 ).

In recent years the State Library has been given additional
duties to assist public libraries in particular. This has been in
response to federal initiative and funding, and more particularly in
recent years to the mandate of a new state law, the Library Systems Act
of 1969.

The Governor of Texas influences directly the affairs of the
State Library in all its concerns through his appointive power, budg-
etary controls, and political leadership. The Legislature has the power
of legal enactments and appropriation based on its judgment of the value
of each program of the Library. The responsibility of the agency to
these executive and legislative branches of the State is reflected daily
in every major decision of the officers and personnel of the State
Library.

Membership in the systems, a measure of system impact, has grown
steadily over the years as more libraries succeeded in qualifying for
accreditation. The total number of public libraries reported annually
can vary on the basis of counting methods as well as factors of establish-
ment. For example, the formation of a county system embracing several
city libraries has had the effect at times of reducing the number in the
data--a mere paper change. Keeping this in mind, the total number of
members of the respective library systems has grown over the years as
follows:

Size 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

I (MRC) 10 10 10 10 10
II 44 49 50 53 57

III 111 141 158 166 180

Total 165 200 219 229 247
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The 247 current membership represents 67 percent of the 1975
total of 368 public libraries and serves 90 percent of the population
served by public libraries. Very few of the non-member libraries currently
meet membership requirements.

State Library and Historical Commission

The State Library and Historical Commission (hereafter generally
referred to as Library Commission or Commission) was created in 1909 by
act of the Texas. Legislature. It is composed of six members appointed
by the Governor, and approved by the Senate, who hold membership for terms
of six years. The responsibilities of the Commission have been augmented
from time to time. The 1961 legislature made quite clear that the
"Commission shall be responsible for the adoption of all policies, rules
and regulations so as to aid and encourage libraries,..." It is notable
that there is no reference in this grant of authority to any particular
type of library, such as public, academic, school, or special library.
The authority is broad, in effect charging the Commission to encourage
all libraries .regardless of clientele, organization, source of financial
support, type of collection, or other distinctions commonly applied
among librarians.

The Commission 'Aso ia charged in the same article to "aid those who
are studying the problems to Le dealt with by legislation," which appears
to deal with legislation broadly, including legislative questions dealing
with librarios.

The law also provides (Art. 5436, Vernon's Rev. Civil Statutes)
that "the Commission shall conduct library institutes and encourage
library association7." The implications of these provisions include an
in-service educational role for the State Library on behalf of all
libraries, and professional and library development through associations
of librarians.

Some of the legal provisions relating to the Library Commission
relate to its role in connection with public libraries in particular, as
institutions of special interest to the State. A basic responsibility
of the Commission is "to adopt a state plan for improving public library
services and for public library construction." The law specifically
calls for the plan to include county and municipal libraries, and calls
for it to specify "a procedure by which county and municipal libraries
may apply for money under the state plan..." The Commission is authorized
to enter into contracts with local authorities for meeting federal require-
ments in the expenditure of federal funds for improving public libraries,
and to accept and administer federal funds for that purpose.

The Commission has a consultative role with respect to public
libraries, being charged by law with giving advice regarding the establish-
ment of public libraries, and in operational aspects including book
selection, cataloging, and library management (Art. 5436a, Vernon's
Rev. Civil Statutes).
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A critical responsibility of the Library Commission is the
appointment of a Director and Librarian, commonly referred to as the
State Librarian, who is the executive officer of the Commission.

The Commission's Responsibilities Under the Library Systems Act of 1969

Additional duties and responsibilities were assigned to the
Library Commission by the Library System Act of 1969. This law called
for the.Commission to establish a state library system, and proceeds to
define the system. The implications of the law are clearly that said
state system actually will consist of several federations of local
public libraries, having specified a minimum geographical area and pop-
ulation. These federations, as distriet systems, are to work in concert
with the State Library to carry out a program of service on behalf of
the citizens of the State superior to what can be done by libraries
operating in isolated fashion. To carry out the objectives of law,
the Commission was authorized to approve an initial plan for the state
system, establish Major Resource Systems, designate certain libraries to
become a Major Resource Center (MRC), contract with each MRC to coordinate
a federation of libraries,in carrying out the plan's objectives, and set
the standards for membership of libraries in the system. An important
limitation on the authority of the Commission appears to be a require-
ment of local approval for changes in the geographic boundaries of the
Major Resource Systems. Other authoritiess0MOies are dealt with in
more detail in other sections of this report.

Chart 2 on the following page graphically portrays organizational
relationships established by the Library Systems Act.

State Librarian

The State Librarian is the executive and administrative officer of
the Commission. As such he assists the Commission in the formulation of
policy and carries out the programs authorized by the Commission in
accordance with law. He appoints, subject to Commission approval, per-
sonnel of the State Library. He is also required to ascertain the condi-
tion of"all public libraries and report the results.

The 1969 Library Systems Act greatly increased the responsibilities
of the State Librarian. He is the chief executive of.the Commission in
implementing this law. He prepares an annual plan for development of the
system,'administers the program of state grants, and promulgates the rules
and regulations. In practice he delegates certain responsibilities to the
Assistant State Librarian and the Division of Library Development.

State Library Advisory Board

This body was created by the Library Systems Act to advise the
Commission and the State Librarian.with respect to systems policies.
The five members are all librarians and serve for three years. They are
required to advise the State Librarian regarding rules and regulations
formulated by him. In practice they are consulted broadly on operations
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CHART 2

ORGANIZATION OF THE TEXAS STATE LIBRARY SYSTEM
UNDER THE LIBRARY SYSTEMS ACT OF 1969
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under the Systems Act. Current membership consists of two public librar-

ians, a school librarian, and two academic librarians.

Division of Library Development

This Division of the State Library, headed by a Director, sup-

planted the former Field Services Division in 1972. It consists of three

operating sections, Continuing Education, Management and Planning, and

Network Development, all of which have concerns involving the public

library systems. Full-time planning and administration of systems matters

are carried out in this Division. It is the major operating arm of the

State Library for executing responsibilities under the Library Systems

Act.

Establishment of the Division. Many view the Division of Library

Development as having evolved from the Field Services Division of the Texas

State Library. Although the new division was never intended to be simply

a reorganization of the Field Services Division, this fact is often obscured

due to the similarity and chronology of events during the period of transi-

tion. In fact, the one supplanted the other.

Program documentation on the early years of the Field Services

Division is limited, but it was established to provide extension loan,

institutional consulting services, and consulting services to public

libraries through a regionally based staff, a concept originated by the

State Librarian. The state was divided into six field service areas,

with a field consultant and part-time secretary assigned to each of the

following areas:

1. Dallas MRC Area (now District 5, the Northeast Texas

Library System).

2. Houston MRC Area (now District 8, the Houston Area

Library System).

3. Austin MRC Area (now District 3, the Central Texas

Library System).

4. South Texas Area (now Districts 4 and 10, the Corpus

Christi Area Library System and the San Antonio Major

Resource System).

5. West Central Texas Area (now Districts 1 and 7, the

Abilene Major Resource System and the Fort Worth

Major Resource System).

6. West Texas Area (now Districts 2, 6, and 9, the Texas

Panhandle Library System, the Trans Pecos Library

System, and the Lubbock Area Library System).

The division maintained an active field consulting program from

the mid-1960's through 1973. Organizationally, the division was staffed

by a director, an assistant director, a secretary, an institutional consul-

tant, the field consultant staff, staff assigned to the extension loan
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operations and professional librarianship collection, and clerical support.
Personnel for the field consultant positions were originally recruited as
II generalists," with the job description for the positions requiring "a
Masters Degree in Library Science prus public library experience."

Regional offices were leased and maintained in San Antonio, Houston,
Dallas, Stephenville (for the West Central Texas Area), and El Paso or
Lubbock depending on the preference of the field consultant assigned to the
West Texas Area. The division's director, secretary, and the Austin MRC
Area field.00nsultant were housed in the State Library.

In addition to a 1970 base salary of $9,860, field consultants
were reimbursed at the rate of 10 cents a mile for official travel. and $16
a day for trips involving overnight absences from the regional office. The

.division's operations were funded with LSCA funds with the exception of the
division director and secretary, whose salaries were paid by the State
Library.

Field consultants performed a variety of general consulting and
technical assistance activities including assisting libraries in prepara-
tion of grant and system membership applications, compiling annual reports,
and encouraging library participation in various Texas State Library pro-
grams. Two workshop series were also conducted annually on topics of
interest to area libraries. Consultants also were available for speeches
and presentations to civic, community, and library-related groups, and
for participation in the presentation and defense of local library budgets
to city and county governments. The Austin-based staff member devoted
approximately one-half time to administrative tasks including processing
of grant and system membership applications, and related duties.

Each consultant was expected to visit every library in the assigned
area at least once a year. This requirement coupled with the size of the
six areas, and the directive in the original job description that "fifty
percent of working time...be spent in travel," earned the field consultants
their unofficial title of "road runners."

The services of the division were generally welcoMed by the library
community, and were particularly appreciated by the smaller libraries of
the state. Numerous favorable comments about the "road runners" were elicited
by the questionnaire used in this study. Among the field staff, however,
it became apparent that a redirection toward more specialized consulting
assistance wa, needed. The prospect of reorganization of the division along
the lines of subject specialization was discussed at a meeting held late
in 1972, but no decision was reached primarily because of the lack of sub-
ject expertise among the existing staff. Subsequent events in the spring .

and summer of 1973 were to render such decision academic.

President Nixon's impoundment of LSCA funds appropriated for fiscal
year 1973 and proposed zero-funding for fiscal year 1974 threatened the
existence of the Field Services Division. Faced with the uncertainty of
continued federal funding, the inability to continue both a program of field
services and grants-in-aid without federal support, the Field Service
Division was reevaluated as a part of a general redefinition of the role
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of the State Library within the framework of funding uncertainties and the

pending implementation of the Library Systems Act of 1969. From discussions

begun in late spring 1973, it was concluded that the role and goals of the

Field Services Division were no longer valid. Consequently, a new organiza-

tional component of the Texas State Library, called the Department of Library

Development, was established effective September, 1973.

As conceived and structured, the new department represented a

response to the role of the State Library mandated by the Library Systems Act.

Originally consisting of a director, a coordinator of library systems and

network, a coordinator of continuing education, a grants administrator, and

a clerical supervisor, the Division of Library Development evolved to its

present form in 1974, which is discussed in the following section.

Organization and Functions of the Division of Library Development.

The current organization and staffing of the Division of Library Development

is shown in Chart 3. In its present form the division consists of three

departments organized along functional lines and reporting to the division

director. The major responsibilities of each component of the division are

discussed briefly below.

(1) Office of the Director. As the chief administrative officer of

the Division of Library Development, the director is responsible for the overall

direction, planning, financial management, and supervision of the division's

three departments within the framework of the State LIbrary policies and

applicable rules and regulations of the Library Services and Construction Act

and the Library Systems Act. One of the six division directors of the State

Library, the director works under the general administrative direction of the

Assistant State Librarian, and confers frequently with the Assistant State

Librarian and the State Librarian regarding budgetary, administrative, and

operational matters pertaining to the division. Supervision is exercised

over all assigned personnel.

(2) Network Development Department. This depattment is charged

with responsibility for the planning, operation, coordination, and evaluation

of the Texas State Library Communications Network (TSLCN), and the compilation

and publication of the Texas Numeric Register (TNR). Work of the department

includes the negotiation, preparation, and supervision of contracts and per-

formance standards for network services; staff development, including training

materials and training sessions, for personnel of interlibrary loan referral

centers; and evaluation of network performance and the preparation of pro-

posals for changes in network configuration and opgrating procedures. As

a part of its planning responsibilities, the department maintains liaison

with public, academic, special, school, and other state libraries, and con-

sortia on the development of library networks, resource sharing, and coopera-

tive planning.

The Manager of Network Development executes the planning, budgetary,

contractual administration, personnel, and supervisory functions of the

department with the assistance of the Interlibrary Loan Librarian and an

Administrative Assistance. Primarily responsible for the day-to-day operations

of TSLCN, the Interlibrary Loan Librarian assigns, supervises, and coordinates

the work of the department's Teletype Operators, the Operational Assistant

(who conducts bibliographic searches and maintains TSLCN records), and
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CHART 3

ORGANIZATION AND STAFFING OF THE
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two part-time Searchers. The Administrative Assistant coordinates the
Texas Numeric Register Project and supervises two half-time Filers engaged

in maintaining the TNR. Additional duties of the position include coor-
dination of arrangements for network training sessions, compilation of
network performance statistics, and delegated administrative and secretarial

tasks.

(3) Continuing Education and Consulting Department. Designed to

provide consulting services and continuing education programs to Major
Resource Systems, public institutional, and state agency libraries, the
Continuing Education and Consulting Department also provides tEtchnical
assistance to library trustees and citizens interested in establishing or
improving local library services.. The.department is directed by a manager

who is responsible for the planning, implementation, and evaluation of the

programs of the department including workshops, the development of printed

and audio-visual training materials, newsletter publication, and the main-

tenance of a professional librarianship collection.

In addition to the manager and a secretary, the department includes

four positions. The Audio-Visual Consultant is responsible for the develop-

ment, implementation, and evaluation of consulting services and continuing

education programs related to non-print media materials and audio-visual

services. Responsibility for continuing education and consulting in the

area of outreach and institutional consulting services is assigned to another

consultant position. The Communications Assistant coordinates workshop
arrangements and production of workshop materials, edits the bi-monthly

departmental newsletter, Library Developments, and performs related clerical

tasks. Maintenance and provision of library services related to the
department's professional librarianship collection is performed by a pro-

fessional librarian.

(4) The Management and Planning Department. The Management and

Planning Department is responsible for discharging the duties of the Texas
State Library as mandated by the Library. Services and Construction Act (LSCA)

and the Library Systems Act (LSA). Generally charged with planning, monitoring,

and evaluating a statewide network of regional library systems, the department

performs the following primary functions:

a) Prepares and periodically updates a long-range plan for

statewide library development.

b) Designs reporting instruments and procedures for the
collection and analysis of data to assess the status
of Texas library services.

c) Establishes and implements a system to administer state
and federal grants and negotiates, prepares, and monitors
countract performance standards in accordance with state
and federal statutes and regulations.

d) Reviews and recommends funding for LSCA and LSA project

applications.

e) Establishes procedures and criteria to evaluate Major
ResourceSystems'. and local library performance, and to
provide program documentation required by'LSA and LSCA.
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0 Provides assistance to the Major Resource Systems in
planning and implementing cooperative library programs.

g) Studies and recommends new or revised legislation or
policies for the improvement of library services.

h) Obtains citizen input for statewide planning and develop-
ment through the Library Systems Act Advisory Board,
Library Services and Construction Act Advisory Council,
and other advisory bodies.

i) Prepares training materials and conducts training
sessions for system coordinators.

Headed by a manager, the department is staffed by a Program Evaluator,
a Program Analyst, and threc Administrative Assistants.

Systems Operations at the State Level

The concerns of the State Library with respect to develop-
ment and operations face in two.distinct directions. The first is toward
the responsibility which it has been given by the Legislature and Governor
for the operation of the Systems Act and the requirement of accountability
for stewardship in this regard. The other is toward the goal of aiding
public libraries to reach higher levels of service to the millions of
patrons in Texas. These twin endeavors, sometimes appearing to be in
conflict and subject to misunderstanding by parties who understand mostly
one or the other, require a careful balancing and a flexible approach.
Either excessive demands upon the public libraries applied in greater
measure and sooner than their understanding and ability to adjust, or
failure to achieve a reasonabledegree of progress in library development
in the eyes of the state government, could prejudice the long-sought
program which was ushered in by the Systems Act. The State Library, in
its operations under the Act is required to steer a course that will
bring about library development in terms of quality and speed that will
satisfy both the funding source--the State--and the implementing agencies--
the public libraries. These dual concerns need to be kept in mind in
reading the following discussion of operations of the library systems in
terms of the administrative imperatives faced by the State Library.

Accountability to state government:. More and more, as public
expenditures have increased as a percentage of national income, governments
are asking what benefits are derived. The State of Texas has recently
instituted zero7based budgeting as a managerial scheme to provide program
measurements and relate them to dollars expended, The State Library is
subject to this procedure.

However, the State Library is not solely affected by the need for
accountability. For those programs involving participation of aided
librar!es, and especially in the operation of library systems, the

. i and reporting of performance and related costs cannot be done
tate Library alone. It requires the participation of every library

,;:le system.



For the public libraries and the systems composed thereof the value

of this comparative data is also important in planning and management.

Therefore, the legal and political necessity of reporting performance

data to the State is a form of self-service, both in securing managerial

information for libraries' own use and for encouraging continued financial

and program support from the state government.

Responsibility to library systems. The State Library has certain

legal responsibilities to the ten Major Resource Systems set up under the

Act. A signally important one is to.prepare annually a plan of library

development for public libraries of the State.

In practice, the leadership and coordinative roles of the State

Library are critical to the full realization of system potential, as can

be seen in efforts to bolster the strength of cooperative efforts,

provide guidance in standards, and promote understanding of the program

potentials in areas of little or no previous experience. Clearly implied

is the State Library's responsibility for encouraging intersysterd col-

laboration, a matter of particular importance to the top fifteen or twenty

public libraries, but one which also can vitally influence all libraries

in regard to certain services where the artificial boundaries of district

systems have little meaning. The State Library also is expected to

redeiye and consider the mutual concerns of all types of libraries inter-

facing' with system libraries. Similarly, the State Library has the implied

responsibility of examining the state's potential role in multi-state

and national system matters and participating in these wider concerr under

the broad mandates of state law on behalf of all-libraries.

Rules and regulations adopted under the Act. The State Librarian,

in accordance with the Act, proposed rules and regulations for the administra-

tion of the systems and these were adopted by the Commission. In force

for four years, they were revised in 1975 to serve for the third biennium

of the Act. They are an important feature for adjusting the cooperative

systems to meet current needs and to correct observed shortcomings. The

recent changes constitute.a catalog of needs and deficiencies which arose

from the early years of operations. The four subject areas in the rules

and regulations are:

(1) Minimum Requirements for Major Resource Systems

(2) Minimum Requirements for Major Resource System Membership

(3) Allocation of State Grants-In-Aid

(4) System Advisory Council Elections

The principal elements of the rules and regulations are mentioned

later in the study in sections relating to their respective topics.

, Funding of Systems by the State

'The Systems Act provides a formula for the distribution of state

funds to the Major Resource Systems: twenty-five percent is apportioned

equally and the remaining seVenty-five on a per capita basis according to
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the most recent decennial census after having first provided for thP
administrative expenses of the State Library. The first distribution
under this formula followed'the FY72 state appropriation of $50,000 for
library systems, and this same amount was made available each year there-.
after through FY75.None of the $5QP00 was used by the State Library.

Due to the small amount of the state appropriations, $1.8 million
in federal funds was allocated to systems development in FY75 as previously
mentioned. The state formula was utilized for guidance, but the funds were
not distributed precisely according to it. In the sixth year following
passage of the Act in 1969 the cooperative systems finally were satis-
factorily funded.

To maintain the momentum of systems operations achieved in FY75
it was considered essential to gain a satisfactory level L:f state funding
for succeeding years. Furthermoxa continuity of federal funding was
often questioned and in practice sometimes delayed. Therefore, the State
Library, with widespread support of public libraries throughout the State,
submitted budget requests to the Legislature asking for substantial
systems funding in FY76 and FY77. Actual appropriations made were for
approximately $1,000,000 and $2,000,000 respectively, and meant that the
Systems Act would at last, in its seventh and eighth years, receive impor-
tant state financial support.

Federal funds were again expected for FY76 and the State Library,
in a substantial effort to support the systems concept, decided to allocate
$1.8 million of these funds to systems, making the combined total $2.8
million for that year. This exceeded the previous year by one million
dollars--the amount of the state appropriation. With the appropriation
made by the State for systems operations in FY77, plus.federal funds in
a yet unknown amount, the prospects of system financing in that year is
also good.

follows:
In summary, funding to date under the 1969 Systems Act is as

Systems Allocations
Fiscal
Year

State Funds Federal
Funds TotalPlanning1 Operations2

1969-70
1970-71

$25,000
25,000

$ 25,000
25,000

1971-72 $ 50,000 50,000
1972-73 50,000 50,0.0
1973-74 50,000 50,000
1974-75 50,0003 $1,800,000 1,850,000
1975-76 1,000,0003 1,800,000 2,800,000
1976-77 2,000,000

1
To cover planning costs by State Library.

2
Does not include State Library expenditures for

system a4ministration:
.JApproximate,_
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Financial Support and Operations of the Interlibrary-Loan Program

In 1968, a year prior to passage of the Library Systems Act, the

State Library initiated an interlibrary loan system. This endeavor has

steadily grown in importance. Through the introduction of a bibliographic

file called the Texan Numeric Register, based on the collections and

acquisitions of the ten MRC's and a growing number of academic libraries,

the ILL volume in FY75 reached 56,524, which represented an increase of

38% over the previous year. Continued rapid increase in public use of

the ILL program is expected.

Although widely conceived of as a system service, the State Library

provides for its funding separately from systems operations, except for

collection enrichment paid from system funds. Separate contracts are

made with the ten MRC's for ILL operations and funds are distributed

on the basis of ILL volume rather than the systems formula.

The relationship of ILL with system membership and operations
became even more tenuous on December 1, 1975, by institution of a

policy that all public libraries would receive ILL services, thereby

eliminating accreditation and system membership as prerequisites. Further-

more, as of that date, all Area Libraries no longer were loan libraries

and, along with community libraries, became only consumer lilraties- of

ILL. This change followed a study made by the State Library which

indicated that the reimbursement rates per ILL transaction made the ser-

vice too expensive for the results obtained. In some instances the

rapidity of response was found to be too slow. The fill rate for ILL

requests made to Area Libraries was also too low in relation to the reim-

bursement costs. Current technology for facilitating ILL also was con-

sidered by the State Library as inadequate for broadening ILL lending par-

ticipation, although improvements in this aspect are foreseen.

In terms of financial accounting, the December 1975 change also

provided that the State Library would thereafter reimburse the ten MRC's

on the basis of staff needed (according to a time study of ILL operations

in several libraries made-by the State Library) and other tangible costs,

rather than on a transactions basis as previously. Participating academic
libraries, constituting collections of last resort, are not currently

recompensed for services rendered, Their volume in FY75 was 12:4 percent

of total transactions. Total ILL transactions are still less than one

percent of the combined circulation of the ten MRC's.

An important feature of the recr change is that ILL in Texas,

contrary to some other states where. ILL is at the heart of systems develop-

ment, has now moved distinctly in the opposite direction. It is a state-

wide system in its own right, coordinated and funded directly by the

State Library. It is not a delegated operation locally planned and

directed, and in the sense of the Library Systems Act of 1969.

In one aspect, however, system funding supports ILL in an important

way, namely funds for collection enrichment. Most MRC's have used system
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funds to buy books for their own collections, and those serving the
larger populations and thereby receiving the larger amounts of state
funds have tended to use a larger percentage of funds for materials.
However, one MRC has used no sjstem funds for its own collection.

The state budgets for ILL over the years (not including system
funds) have been as follows:

ILL Budget.

Fiscal
Year

State Library
Expense

Service Contracts With
Lending Libraries Total

1973-74 $55,888 $281,345 $337,233

1974-75 54,255 270,000 324,255

1975-76 88,176 382,624 470,800

26.
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IV. THE ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION OF
MAJOR RESOURCE SYSTEMS

The Library Systems Act of 1969 provides that public libraries
within a designated geographical district, termed a Major Resource'System,
may organize cooperatively to improve services. The State Librarian was
required to submit a planTfor the establishment of the State Library
System, following which the Commission'acted on said plan under authority
to establish and develop Major Resource Systems. Such system is composed
of a Major Resource Center as headquarters (advised by sn Advisory Council
of lay members of local governing bodies) and voluntary member libraries
accredited by the State Library. These elements have already been set
forth in Chart 1 .

Rules and regulations adopted by the Library Commission amplify
the law by requiring that counties in each system be contiguous and
system boundaries coterminous with those-of Council of Governments unless
special permission is obtained.

Legal Requirements for System Designation

The requirement of law that a Major Resource Center, the system
headquarters, serve a populatlpn of 200,000 or more limits the maximum
number of systems in Texas oa this basis to 66 under the 1970 census.
The requirement that it serve at 1,?ast 4,000 or more square miles limits
the number to a maximum of 55.

Clearly, there was -In inclination in 1969 to designate the maximum
number of systems. Ten s5;tx:.s were named, with apparent emphasis on
similarity in area and tha existence of a public library large enough to
serVe as headquarters. Actually the districts had previously been identified
and had been used in the organization of field services by the State
Library. They were organized around the following major public libraries
located in the following cities:

Abilene El Paso
Amarillo Fort Worth
Austin Houston
Corpus Christi Lubbock
Dallas San Antonio

Each of the above libraries was duly designated a Major Resource
Center, and thereby made eligible to become a system headquarters. Map A,
on the following page, sets forth existing boundaries, which have undergone
little change since initial establishment.
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Major Resource Center

The designation of a Major Resource Center (MRC) is made by the
State Library with the agreement of the respective public library. The
MRC assumes responsibility for planning, organizing, staffing, and
directing system services. Monies received for the program are deposited
with city government operating the MRC, are expended by the MRC for
systems purposes, and are subject to audit.

An annual plan of service is prepared by the MRC, in consultation
with an Advisory Council, and submitted to the State Librarian. Under an
opinion of the Attorney General of Texas (Opinion No. H-690, 12 Sep 75) the
Commission may accept or reject such plan. If rejected, grants may then
be made to member libraries in the system, or to a newly designated MRC, or
libraries assigned to another MRC. In practice, the State Library has
worked with MRC's to develop acceptable plans of service. However, state
policy with respect to FY76 was to give full reign to planning and program
formulation by the ten MRC's, and the State Library's participation was
limited mostly to technical and accounting concerns.

Governing Bodies of Member Libraries

The governing body of each member library, as a part of the annual
library accreditation process, agrees with the State Library to designate
one of its members as a representative for the purpose of electing, in
concert with all other representatives, members of an Advisory Council
for the system.

Electoral College

The group of lay representatives meets as a kind of "electoral
college," although not so officially designated. They elect six members
from their own number to an Advisory Council for the system. One member,
by law, must be the representative of the governing body of the MRC.
This election is the only official function that this group is called upon
to perform.

Advisory Council

The Advisory Council to each Major Resource System is composed of
six lay members, serving overlapping terms of three years each and limited
to two consecutive terms. The Council's duties are set forth in the Act.
As a liaison agency between the member libraries and their governing bodies
and library boards, they are charged to:

(1) advise in the formulation of the annual plan for service
to be offered by the system,

(2) recommend policies appropriate to services needed,
(3) evaluate services received,
(4) counsel with administrative personnel, and
(5) recommend functions and limitations of contracts between

cooperating agencies.
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It was found necessary in 1975 to expand the rules and regulations
with regard to the conduct of elections for Advisory Councils. They

encourage broad geographical representation on each Council, and provide for

election of a chairman, vice chairman, and secretary. They also prescribe

means for designating lay representatives to the "electoral college,"

and filling vacancies.

Library Membership

The requirements for membership in a system are set forth partly

in the Act but mostly in the rules. Three classes of membership are

prescribed by law: Major Resource Center, Area Library, and Community
Library, and the State Commission is authorized to establish the criteria
for each class, which have been set forth as follows:

Major Resource Center Area Library Community Library

Large Public Library

Serves population of
200,000+

Service area of
4,000+ square miles

Legally established

Medium-sized Small library
library

Serves popula- Serves less than
tion 25,000+ 25,000 popula-

tion

Same

File annual report Same

with State

Receive 50% or more Same
of required per carl.ta
support from local
taxes

11.1.

Same

Same

Same

Local funds of $2.00/ $1.50/capita $1.00/capita or

capita or more $5,000 budget

Annual increase in
local support until
ALA standards are met

100,009.,volumes and
annual improvement

(cont.)

Same Same

25,000 volumes 10,000 volumes and
and annual annual improvement
improvement



Major Resource Center

Adequate staff,
including one full-
time professional
librarian on system
duties with adequate
support staff

Open 60+ hours/week

Area Library

Adequate
staff, in-
cluding at
least one
professional
librarian

Open 40+
hours/week

Community Library (cont.)

Budget allocation
for staff

Population 10-25,000:
30+ hours/week;
population to 10,000:
20+ hours/week

1
Fifth-year degree in librarianship from ALA

accredited Library School.

In actual operation, accreditation and membership have not been
strictly required for'participation in system activities. Many non-
member libraries have received some system services, and the State
Library recently eliminated membership as a requirement in FY76 for
participation in the highly valued interlibrary loan program.

System Direction by the Major Resource Center

The director of a library designated a Major Resource Center assumes
executive responsibility for the system as well. The time required for the
new responsibility requires strengthening staff for normal library work in
order to give the director time for system concerns, and also additional
staff for system operations in order that they, too, will not be overly
demanding of the director's time.

With the library as a Major Resource Center, the city's political
and administrative staff outside the library becomes involved in various
ways. The city council is called upon to agree to the designation of its
library as a Major Resource Center with responsibility beyond its normal
territorial jurisdiction to allocate resources and deliver services to the
library arms of other local governments, both county and city. (The other
local governments have no direct authority in this process, but do create
an Advisory Council to the MRC.) The city's personnel office is involved
in staffing the system coordinator's office and ILL operations, setting
salaries, and the like. The finance office of the city receives, disburses,
and accounts for system funds. In fact, many administrative agencies of
city government are involved in supporting system activities, although they
represent only a fraction of their workload. (When previously some of the
system-type activities were carried out directly by the Field Services
Division of the State Library, these administrative responsibilities corres-
ponded to the State Library.)

41.
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In addition to the time of the MRC director spent (on system affairs,
the assistant director (where such a position exists) is usually involved
in system coordination, sometimes to a greater extent than the director. Also,

logistical support is provided by the administrative offices of the library

itself. However, the principal direction'of system activities is provided
through a full-time system staff, condisting of a coordinator and such pro-
fessional and clerical assistants as determined by an annual plan of service.
Sometimes the ILL staff also is a part of the coordinator's responsibility
(although funds are provided under a separate contract between the MRC and

the State Library).

The coordinator is the top employee of the MRC spending full time on

system affairs. The incumbent drafts the plan of service and carries out

the program as finally adopted. The position is one of involved and delicate
relationships, with differing emphases brought to bear from three principal

sources: The MRC director, the member libraries, and the Division of Library

Development of the State Library. Of these the most direct is the MRC

director (or assistant director). In practice the delegation of power varies

among MRC's, according to the administrative style of the director and degree

of personal interest-in and-time-available-for-system_affairs.___It_also
varies according to the experience and personal qualities of the coordinator,
some of whom have years of service in public libraries and others are recent

library school graduates. Some MRC's have given higher internal staff
ranking to the coordinator than others; all are dependent upon the local
municipal salary scales once the responsibilities are defined and the position

classified. The member libraries in each system must learn the standing and
scope of authority given the coordinator, as well as the preference of the MRC
director regarding channels of communication, in order to determine where to
direct their comments or requests, and the same is true for the staff of the
Division of Library Development.

System Governance in Other States

The experience of other states already has influenced system develop-
ment in Texas, both in the drafting of the 1969 legislation and in subsequent

program ideas. For the current study considerable information was collected
in this phase, and will be utilized especially in succeeding phases for
analysis of alternatives to the present arrangements. The role of the Special

Consultants has been and will be very important in this area.

42



V. MEMBER LIBRARIES' VIEWS OF SYSTEM GOVERNANCE

All 247 member libraries operating under the Library Systems
Act were given the opportunity through questionnaires to give their views
on existing.governance of the ten systems. A copy of the questionnaire
appears as Appendix B. One hundred and seventy-six (71%) responded,
including all ten Major Resource Centers, 48 Area Libraries. and 118 Com-
munity Libraries. The response rate was best among the largest libraries.
A tabulation of responses, combining all ten systems is presented in
Appendix C. As one would suspect, responses indicated variances from one
system to another. Mention of total responses therefore, does not imply
the nOn-existence of valid differences of view. In the following dis-
cussion, intersystem variances will be mentioned when deemed important.

System Impact on Public Libraries

An important question is whether system services have made an
impact on library development in Texas despite the fact that only one
full year of fully funded operation has transpired and may be evaluated.
The majority of member libraries say yes. Over 80 percent of responding
libraries said that the quality of library services had increased as a
result of joining the system. This was true of all library sizes. Of

this number nearly half said that service had increased "significantly."
Library usage apparently has reflected the improvement in services,
because over 70 percent of the resnses reported increased use of the
libraries, of which 20 percent deemed the increased use "significant."

However, the "yes" was qualified in one sense by answers to,another
question. Many librarians appear to believe that if the money were made
available to them directly through proportional grants, rather than
through a systems arrangement, they could use the money even more effec-
tively. Approximately 42 percent so expressed themselves, and Area
Libraries were the'size library most prominent in this group. In their
comments favoring direct grants, these libraries emphasized better under-
standing of local needs and "excessive" administrative costs of systems.
None addressed the question of services which might not be feasible except
on a cooperative basis, or that at least might be accomplished more effec-
tively through combined resources. For some libraries, therefore, among
the alternatives they view as feasible for use of state and federal funds,
the establishment of cooperative systems, although useful, is not the best.
Opinion was not solicited in the questionnaire on whether direct sub-
sidization of individual libraries by the state and federal governments
would likely be feasible over the long run, or the effect it might have
on the level of local funding.
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System Operation Versus Local Authority

As systems began to be organized widely over the country there was
some initial fear that their operation might encroach on local authority.

This concern has existed in several states. Some occurred in Texas, but
the rate of growth of system membership appears to indicate that Texas
libraries are satisfied on this point.

This was confirmed by responses to a direct question on this

point (IV,10)1. Only 10 percent expressed concern about encroachment.
Those who answered in this vein were asked to explain. In these instances,
however, the comments did not relate to encroachment on the authority
of the local library in a traditional sense, but to the respondents'
belief that "we have no opportunity to express our ideas or needs," or
"local requirements and situations are not always taken into considera-
tion." None indicated encroachment with respect to how local funds are
spent, or how the local library is administered, or any other long-
standing activity falling within the jurisdiction of units.of local
government. The principal concern was that at times the systems services
came with unwelcome restrictions. Area and Community Libraries appeared
to hold these views with respect to Major Resource Centers. One Major
Resource Center mentioned that "excessive State control of funding,
staffing, quantification, and reporting" tended to be "forceful without
consultation with MRC and system members." In this latter case, however,
it may be noted that there was no reference.to "program content," perhaps
because in FY76 the State decided to give full reign to local initiative
in designing the services to be carried out.

Librtmlpinion of Governance at the State Level
-

The legal requirement of annual plans of service and subsequent
reporting of progress constitutes the principal linkage between the
State Library and the Major Resource Systems. In addition, the annual
plans now have to be related, in terms of accountability, to a new state
budgetary system which requires means of measuring actual achievement of

objectives. As would be expected, system libraries other than the Major
Resource Center, although called upon in varying degrees for input into
the respective plans, have had little or no opportunity to view the pro-
cedures at close range. To date the paperwork aspects necessary to
justify large state appropriations and evaluate results have not spread
extenstvely to member libraries. But it has already been noted that at

least one MRC has found the procedures onerous. Nor does there appear to
be a universal understanding that such information may also be of man-
agerial value at all levels both for systems operations and internal
library management.

1Section IV, question 10, of the questionnaire.



The questionnaire employed in the study raised t'he question of the
adequacy of the structure of governance to bring to bear at the state
level the views of system members. The established structure provides
that this be done in two ways, through the MRC or through the five-member
systems Advisory Board to the Library and Historical Commission, which is
comprised of professional librarians.

Because of the evident feeling that libraries as a whole were not
receiving formalized and regular opportunities for effectively presenting
their views.on system matters, in a manner that would reach state level
a question was asked if a committee structure of sysfem librarians should
be established to assist the Advisory Board in policy formulation (IV,9).
Of those responding, 83 percent were in favor of some such organizational
arrangement, with all sizes of libraries heavily in favor thereof.

In interviews, MRC directors also expressed their desire to meet
periodically as a group with the State Library's staff. Most Area and
Community Libraries expressed the opinion that their MRC is effective in
representing the system in statewide library concerns (IV, 1).

Like many other faceta of systems governance, the point of view
of public libraries on the role of the State Library appears to depend
upon relationships under previous and current programs. A certain
nostalgia could be noted for the field services of the State Library
prior to developments under the Library Systems Act. One respondent wrote,
"When we had a field consultant that could come to our library and discuss
our needs, I felt it was very good for Size III libraries and their staff
members." (This library is located in a system in which the MRC has not
developed this service to the same extent as in other systems.) Similar
views were expres.ed elsewhere in interviews. This may account in part
for the preferences expressed by about 50 percent of the responding
libraries for greater participation in system administration by the State
Library, of which nearly half expressed a preference for the alternative
of system coordination under the State Library with staff offices located
in each MRC (IV,6).

Effectiveness of the Major Resource Center in Governance

System members were asked to indicate the effectiveness of the MRC
in several respectq On several scales (IV,1) several MRC's rated them-
selves sib less . effective, including encouragement of innovation and
experiwentat m, d in meaduring and evaluating progress in library
developmcat in the district.

The Area Libraries rated the MRC's as somewhat less than effective
on six of the eight measures presented in the questionnaire, which in
addition to the above, included fostering cooperation among member libraries,
involving member libraries in the formulation of system goals and programs,
utilizing the capabilities of member libraries in program execution, and
building support for improved local funding. Those activities in which
the MRC's were judged effective were developing the annual plan of service
and representing the system In statewide library concerns.
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Most Area and Community Libraries in their response to the questionnaire,

expressed the need for a stronger voice in system affairs. (Also, in

interviews with representatives of these Libraries this point was strongly

made.) With respect to the effectiveness of the MRC in developing the
annual plan of service, one library commented, "How can we know? We

are simply told what the plan is." The same library expressed a desire

to know more about the activities of other systems in order to have a

basis for comparison. Others echoed this sentiment.

It should be noted that some MRC's were more favorably judged than
others by members of their systems. Systems with fewer large libraries

tended to receive higher marks. In interviews the comment was often
heard that "the small libraries are grateful for any help," with the
implication that the larger libraries were more demanding of results.

Unquestionably, the most significant judgment by member libraries
of system governance by MRC's came in responses to a direct question on

this point. The question (Section IV, 6) was answered as shown hereafter.

6. Would you prefer that system coordination activities
(i.e. those performed by system staff) be conducted by:

a) field staff headquartered at
State Library

b) staff located in a Major
Resource Center, responsible
to the MRC Director

c) staff located in a Major
Resource Center responsible
to the State Library

d) a separate system office,
responsible to the State
Library

e) a separate system office,
under system Control

. Library Responses
MRC Size II Size III Total

1 6 15 22

7 15 35 57

1 7 32 40

1 10 11 22

0 10 13 23

10 48 106 164

Almost two-thirds (65%) of libraries responding would prefer that
the MRC not perform the coordinative role. Indeed, three of the MRC's
themselves expressed their preference to be relieved of the managerial

aspects of system operation. In three systems, however, the current
directing role of the MRC was supported by a majority of the respondents.

Even though no clearcut preference was expressed for any single
alternative means to the current plan, it may be noted that half of the

responses to the alternatives presented (not an exhaustive list) favored

stronger participation by the State Library itself.
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Much of the dissatisfaction with the role of the MRC may have
stemmed from the view, expressed by 59 respondents, that their "library
has no effective voice in the use of system funds." Others indicated a
conflict in role between serving the interests of the system and the
MRC's own internal interests.

Locally generated problems. Discussions with MRC representw-ives
and State Library personnel revealed that local personnel policies and
financial procedures of the city government of which the MRC is a part
causes difficulty in the administration of the district system. A major
problem in several instances has been the low salary level for system
coordinators and other system staff imposed by the current peksonnel
classification and pay plan of the city. The concept of some MRC directors
of the level of duties and responsibilities of the cootdinator has also
placed the position relatively low in the hierarchy of the MRC.

Problems of MRC's in handling system funds have'related to the
inability or unwillingness of some city governments to transfer sums to
member libraries for system purchases or for provision of system services.
For this reason, the State Library in some instances has been required to
execute contracts with individual member libraries in addition to the MRC.

The Worth of Advisory Councils in System Governance

Criticisms of the effectiveness of system administration by member
libraries carried an implied criticism of the role assigned to Advisory
Councils. In addition, several questions were directed specifically to
this point. One (IV,8) asked if an Advisory Council is a good organizational
means for libraries to channel their views into the decision-making process.
In response, MRC's and Area Libraries generally found the Councils less
than effective as a mechanism for this purpose, only 32 percent finding
them "effective or "very effective," with 10 out of 56 respondents having
no opinion. The majority of Community Libraries had no opinion, but
those that did gave a majority nod to "effective" and "very effective."
Six of the ten MRC's, perhaps in the best position to judge, found the
Councils "ineffective" or only "somewhat effective." A similar response
was received regarding the effectiveness of Advisory Councils in evaluat-
ing system services (IV,7). No attempt was made tc correlate the
responses with representation on the Council from thl governing bodies of
responding libraries.

Regarding qualifications for membership on th,?.. Councils (IV,8)
several alternatives mentioned in the questionnaire reLeived a good
response but cannotAe considersd definitive due to rhe oe.tiple choices
offered. The possibility of adding some librariank to loctS,eraMp on
the Council was favored by over 40 percent of libr: !et r. Aing to the...
questionnaire. However, exclusive membership on the ( by librarian's

drew very little support, abcr:t 10 percent. Many mt. 4,4,4ferked

committees of librarians working with and reporting V, the L'Atscr) Council
in a structured manner. Ensured representation on the Council of all.
three library classifications also brought some support.
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A number of comments were received regarding the role of Advisory

Councils. One Advisory Council was said "to bacomposed of members who
are far from average, and they have been very effective as council members."

All other comments pointed out drawbacks, including: (1) "the Advisory

Council usually bows to the largest entity (the MRC);" (2) "didn't know
we had one;" (3) "I have always assumed that they were there to listen

to what the MRC had decided to do;" (4) "Advisory Council as it now

exists is ineffective--they are advisory and voluntary and will continue

to be dominated by MRC plans and staff;" (5) "the Advisory Council is not

allowed to do anything but rubber-stamp the decisions of the MRC Director;"

and (6) the Major Resource Center "has too much control." Such comments

were made for most but not all Major Resource Systems.

In interviews with a number of members of Advisory Councils, some
expressed the opinion that, due to the advisory nature of their responsibil-

ities, their participation had tended toward superficiality. Very few

Advisory Council members returned completed questionnaires, but, the
questions were directed, of course, primarily to librarians, whose response

was very good.

In interviews with librarians a related question arose concerning
the role of the lay representatives of the governing bodies of member

libraries, (the "Electoral College"), who elect the Advisory Council in

each system. The point was emphasized that these persons were asked to

meet only once a year, often traveling long distances for the purpose,"

merely to elect some strangers" (as it was expressed) to the Advisory
Council, nevermore to hear further about the subject. The opinions given

were that this is an awkward and unsatisfactory feature of the governance

structure.

Role of Arta and Community Libraries in Governance

Area Libraries want a larger role in system affairs, including

a voice in policy formulation and participation in administering and

carrying out services. They constitute the group most critical of
performance to date by the MRC's im managing system activities, rating
the MRC's less than effective on five measures and barely effective on

three others (IV,1). Furthermore, Area Libraries indicated as "very
important" a stronger role for themselves in system affairs (11,12).
One librarian said, "Our library has benefited greatly by being a member

of the system; however, improvements could be made so that the small
library would have a definite word and not just be told what to do."

In response to yet another question, 77 percent of Area Libraries

asked for increased participation in providing system services (IV, 21).

A majority of the MRC's agreed with the Area Libraries in this regard.

The Community Libraries were about evenly split on the matter.

While the Area Libraries prefer (70%) to have responsibility for

certain system services in a specified geographical zone, the Community

Libraries, by a slight majority, do not agree (IV, 22). The MRC's are



split evenly on the question. Differing system characteristics no doubt
have much to do with the variances in opinion, and this appeared to be
reflected in the varying responses of systems on several points.

Although in other states small libraries often carry out useful
participatory roles in service activities of cooperative library systems,
no question was specifically asked on this point due to the limited
nature of system services developed to date in Texas. Nevertheless,
the Community Libraries did favor a more positive role for themselves in
policy formulation at both the system level (II,12) and the state level
through committee arrangements (IV,8).

Generally with regard to widespread participation in goverrance
by both Area and Community Libraries, one respondent remarked, "If you
want a strong system, this is important. Knowledge of and participation
can be the tie that binds."

Views of Advisory Council Members

The views of Advisory Council members were conveyed in 23 responses
out of a possible total of 60.

Effectiveness of MRC's

In judging the effectiveness of the MRC's, a clear majority rated
them effective or better in developing the annual plan of service. They
were evenly divided in judging the effectiveness of MRC's in involving member
libraries in the formulation of system goals and programs and in fostering
cooperation among system libraries. They were also evenly divided on the
question of effectiveness of the MRC in representing the system in statewide
library concerns.

On the other four measures the MRC's were judged to fall in the
lower half of the scale by a majority of those responding, including
utilizing the capabilities of member libraries in program execution,
building support for improved local funding, encouraging innovation and
experimentation, and measuring and evaluating progress in library develop-
ment.

System Headquarters

With regard to governance of the individual system, nine of 22
favored the MRC as administrative head of the system. Five favored a
separate system headquarters under system control, and two opted for a
separate system office responsible to the State Library. Altogether, eight
preferred system coordination directly by the State Library, with three
indicating a preference for headquarters in the State Library in Austin,
and three for headquarters space in an MRC, and two for separate headquarter's
location.



Resource Allocation

The concept of system services over direct grants to individual

libraries was supported 13 to 10. Nevertheless, six believed that the MRC

received a disproportionate share of funds, seven felt that system programs

were of little value to their library, and six felt they had no effective

voice in the use of system funds.

Twenty of the 23 said that the system does not constitute an encroach-

ment on local authority. However, one person viewed a recent requirement of

the State Library as constituting an infringement on local authority: "Present

budget requirements establishing separate staff at MRC, and providing a

required staffing pattern with assigned grade and salary levels." (It was

not clear if this comment referred to ILL staffing, system staffing, or

both.)

By 20 to 1, the feeling was against a fee requirement for system

membership. But 5 of 16 were willing to inaugurate programs requiring local

fees in cases where desired services could not be wholly financed by regular

system funds.

Eleven of 16 favored obtaining local funds supplementing state and

federal funds through contractual arrangements under the Interlocal Coopera-

tion Act. However, designation of systems as district taxing authorities

was not favored, 19 to 2.

One Advisory Council member called attention to need for reimbursing

the MRC for its expenses: "As an MRC, many hours of the Director's time,

and of the Assistant Director's time, have been used without relative com-

pensation by the system. So have some other services been paid by our city.

It was all right to get started, but I feel the system must carry its own

expense."

Role of the Advisory Council

Members of the Councils judged their effectiveness to be slightly

higher than did the librarians. The median was slightly above effective in

the Council's role of evaluating system services, and slightly below effective

as an organizational means to channel the views of system libraries into the

decision-making process.

Ten expressed themselves in favor of including some librarians on

the Council, 12 also preferred a means to ensure representation on the

Council of all library classifications, and 13 expressed a desire for com-

mittees of librarians to help the Council. (By 15 to 5 they also saw potential

value in committees of librarians working with the Systems Advisory Board

in policy formulation at the state level.)

.System Chaaracteristics and Library Standards

Of 16 responses, 11 favored more libraries in their system, with 5

satisfied with the present number.
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The favored response regarding requirements for system membership
was need for "further study," with 13 so indicating for Area Libraries and
for Community Libraries.

Thirteen of 21 favored state certification of system librarians.

Eighteen of 21 favored increasing the number of library classifi-2.- .

cations beyond the present Oree (Community, Area, and MRC). One Council
member favored increasing the number: "If these designations could decrease
the wide divergence among libraries currently in the same class - a Size II
might have 50,000 volumes while another has 128,000." Another said that
Community Libraries "should have at least three categories depending on size,
capability, population density." .

Also, 12 of 19 favored a larger role for Area Libraries in the pro-
vision of system services. One respondent commented that "good communication
between 2's and their 3's promotes good library service." The same member
desired geographical definition of each Area Library's responsibility. Another
Council member expressed the desire for widening system membership by
"1 cooperation with college and junior college libraries in system area."

Service to.the Blind and Physically Handicapped

Seventeen of 21 declared themselves in favor of establishment of
sub-regional centers for provision of library materials to the blind and phy-
sically handicapped.
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VI. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT UNDER THE LIBRARY SYSTEMS ACT

After passage of the Library Systems Act in 1969, money was
appropriated for planning only at the state level (25,000 per year).
In FY72 and the succeeding two fiscal years, appropriations of $50,000
were made for a token beginning of cooperative systems. Most of the
ten systems used part of the money to extend the understmdiz,. of
librarians and patrons of the potential of such combined eflort. Other
useful extensions of services included purchase of films and slides,
further development of reciprocal borrowing, bibliographic bookmarks,
traveling book displays, mass media publicity (TV, radio, newspapers),
posters and workshops for library staff an a variety of useful topics,
all of which could be done with little money plus enthusiasm.

The above programs kept the concept of cooperative systems alive,
but as the years passed and only token funding was received, a degree of
skepticism and pessimism concerning the future began to pervade the
library community. The State Library, therefore, in the absence of a
substantial state appropriation, decided to use $1.8 million in federal'
funds for activating the cooperative endeavor. Consequently, FY75 was
the first year of adequate funding.

The ten systems having suddenly progressed from rags to riches,
the problem then became one of planning and executing a program which would
most fully utilize the money. Dreams now had to be reduced to reality.
Creativity and judgment were now required in additional areas of cooperation,
many of which were not previously thought through in any detailed way.
Administrative and consulting staff had to be employed and procedures
developed for detailed planning, direction, budgeting, coordination, and
reporting. The emergence of problems while developing a large new program
was clearly likely.

Cooperative Programs in Final. Year 1975

The distribution of system funds under the'Act of 1969 calls for
the first 25 percent to be split evenly among established system and the
remaining 75 percent on the baois of population: Population is interpreted
to mean those persons residing in the jurisdiction or jurisdictions of
local governments financing accredited libraries. The formula applies to
state funds, but not federal funds but, nevertheless, the State Library
utilized the formula in setting target amounts to be used by the systems
in their program planning. Thereafter, the actual approval of plans of
services were based also an qualitative measures.

Each Major Resource System was required to present a plan of system
development, setting forth the objectives sought and the means to be
employed in reaching them. The staff of the State Library analyzed the
plans on behalf of the State Librarian, to whom they were submitted in
accordance with the Act. The proposed programs were ranked according to
an evaluative scale designed for that purpose. The programs of some systems
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were contained in a single activity title. Others submitted several,
the total being 30, or an average of three.

The State Librarian found unsatisfactory the programs of two
systems in terms of meeting overall objectives. This resulted in program
funding for these two systems at levels substantially below the maximum
available. The other programs were approved.

Following is a list of FY75 system operation grants, the total
obtained by combining $1,766,288 in federal funds and $50,000 in state

funds:

Abilene Major Resource System'
Texas Panhandle Library System (Amarillo)
Central Texas Major Resource System (Austin)
Corpus Christi Area Library System

$ 102,350
135,100
94,300

106,205

Northeast Texas Library System (Dallas) 341,111

El Paso Major Resource System 151,351

Fort Worth Major Resource System 271,600
Houston Area Library System 420,912

Lubbock Area Library System 37,049

San Antonio Majol Resource System 156,310

$1,816,288

Characteristics of Systems Programs in FY75

The plans of most Major Resource Systems provided for several
types of services considered by them to be most useful in initiating coopera-
tive efforts under formal new legal arrangements. Some, however approached

the matter tentatively. In at least one case, skepticism of the program's
continuity after one year was a factor in drafting the plan. Most provided
for appointment of a System Coordinator to spend full time carrying out
the programs. Others depended on existing staff working on a part-time
basis.

The adopted plans of library development had many similarities
among the majority of libraries and included the follawing:

Collection development. By far the greater part of funds was
expended for buying books, films, other similar materials.
Some was used for leasing books. These acquisitions were
for the most part added to the regular collection, but in
same cases were dedicated to books by mail, large-print
books, rotating collections, collections for the aged
distributed to nursing homes, or reference in support of
interlibrary loans.

Film Programs. Considerable interest was expressed by
several systems in creating or expanding rotating film
collections, and many new films were purchased plus, in
some cases, projection equipment for member libraries.
Film catalogs were prepared, and the films were provided
on request to member libraries.
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Consultation. Some systems made consultative services to
member libraries a key program feature. Others provided very

little assistance of this type. The quarterly reports of

some systems provide interesting accounts of extensive and

valuable help to member libraries in a wide range of subjects.

Professional development. This program, carried out by

most but not all systems, usually consisted of workshops

(a highly appreciated activity), access to a collection of
books and materials on professional librarianship, and a
newsletter of system activities and professional concerns.

Publicity. Those systeMs with coordinators were especially
notable for efforts to inform the public on library services
available, encourage system membership among libraries that
needed improvement in order to meet qualifications, urge
the provision of library service in local jurisdictions

currently unserved, and provide other assistance to enable the
citizenry to profit from available library resources.
This was done through mass media (TV, radio, newspapers),
posters, bookmarks, fair booths., apd similar attention-

getting means.

System administration. The planning, directing, financing,
and evaluating systems activities were an essential aspect

of system development. New interorganizational relation-
ships were forged; new procedures were developed; communi-
cations among cooperative members were extended. To
accomplish this, system personnel, in most cases, made visits

to member libraries, held meetings with librarians, local

governing boards, councils, and with lay representatives
who elected the Advisory Council members. Procedures
were developed internally with city finance and personnel

officers. Reports were made for the knowledge of all

concerned.

While all the programs benefited library service, some were of
the type clearly related to the philosophy behind the Library Systems
Act, namtly activities that could not be done as well, if at all, except

in a cooperative fashion. Others mainly reinforced traditional activities
carried out individually by libraries; these programs more nearly
resembled merely gr-nt-in-aid programs. Nevertheless, all of the above
prepared the persons involved, in varying degrees, to take the next step,

namely to prepare a plan of library development for FY76.

Cooperative Programs for Fiscal Year 1976

A determined statewide effort was then undertaken by the public
libraries to make FY76 the first year of system operation with state funds,
and the Texas Legislature made this hope come true. In anticipation of

state funding, the programs carried out in FY75 actually had been planned,

in the most part, for FY76 but utilized a year earlier when the decision

had been made to get an earlier start with federal funds. Now the



opportunity was given to profit by the operational experience of FY75
in formulating revised plans for FY76 and 77. In addition to a state
appropriation, plans were to include additional funding from federal
sources. FY76 would be funded by a state appropriation of approximately
$1,000,000 and, hopefully, federal funds in the amount of $1,800,000, or
a total of $2,800,000.

New PlanninR Requirements

Any system that felt it had nothing to change or to add to its
plan of service was asked to reiterate its original FY76 plan prepared
in 1974. Most of the systems chose to modify their plans, some in important
ways. Nevertheless, some plans; quite limited in responding to the large
potential of systems concepts, clearly suffered in comparison to others.

Also, a new and important development had occurred in the state
government which affected all planning. Utilizing concepts of "zero-
based" budgeting, program objectives now needed to be more precisely
defined, service units identified, served population described, workload,
or performance measures stated for each objective, and time schedules
applied to performance. Experience in FY75 had disclosed other needed
planning requirements. These included setting forth the reimbursement
needs of MRC's, and listing staff positions and salaries.

In setting forth planning methods and documentation the State
Library also was developing its own informational needs in order to meet
its coordinating responsibilities and meet future demands of the state
budgeting authorities. Furthermore, an evaluative mechanism for judging
the worthiness of system proposals was prepared. However, for FY76,
which began quite soon after the action of the Legislature in funding
the 1969 Act, the State Library decided to allow wide discretion to pro-
gram formulation by the systems and did not apply rigorously the "Specific
Criteria for Evaluating New System Proposals," a copy of which is attached
hereto as Appendix D.

Table A on the following page provides a breakdown of fund
allocation by system for FY76, as of November 20, 1975. Clearly this
allocation was not based on programs, but on the more traditional line-
item basis. Nevertheless, it provides valuable information on where system
funds are being spent. Especially notable in this breakdown is the recog-
nition of all systems of the need for coordinative personnel; at last
funds were included for a System Coordinator's position in every one of
the ten systems. Operating costs reflect the expenses of more consulta-
tive service and professional development, both popular programs among
member libraries. Continued heavy emphasis on book purchases led to the
64.4 percent allocated to materials.

With respect to actual program development, it is evident in the
FY76 plans submitted that the experience of the first full-funded year
provided guidance to further planning. In numerous instances proposals
are specific and detailed, and costs are carefully estimated. Many plans
are supported with background information on the demographic, cultural,
educational, and economic characteristics of the district.
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TABLE A

ALLOCATION OF SYSTEM FUNDS

(As of November 20, 1975)

Based on FY1976 Funds Equaling $2,800,000

System Name

System/TLA

District Number Salaries Materials

Operating

Expenses Eguipment

Public

Information Other

Total

Budgeted

Abilene Major 01 $ 40,883 65,525 $ 15,200 $ 6,381 $ 0 $ 0 $ 127,989

Resource System (32%) (51%) (12%) (5%)

Texas Panhandle 02 34,338 72,297 12,865 11,100 300 0 130,900

Library System (26.2%) (55.2%) (9.8%) (8.4%) (.02%)

Central Texas 03 12,732 222,520 4,893 375 0 0 240,520

Library System (5.3%) (92.5%) (2%) (.2%)

Corpus Christi 04 37,200 23,243 14,150 12,025 0 0 86,618

Area Library System (42.9%) (26.9%) (15.9%) (13.9%)

Northeast Texas 05 95,057 357,062 33,549 7,634 5,500 8,628 507,430

4 Library System (18.7%) (70.4%) (6.6%) (1.57j . (1.0%) (1.7%)

Trans Pecos
2

Library System

06 44,016

(76%)

0 11,781

(20%)

2,310

(4%)

0 0 58,107

Fort Worth Major 07 77,308 185,536 7,351 7,222 0 5,733 283,150

Resource System (27.3%) (65.5%) (2.5%) (2.6%) (2%)

Houston Area 08 92,955 415,553 144,112 0 5,800 0 658,420

Library System
3

(14.1%) (.6M%) (21.9%) (.9%)

Lubbock Area 09 35,800 143,494 7,641 3,395 0 0 190,330

Library System (19%) (75%) (4%) (1.8%)

San Antonio Major 10 59,410 176,310 30,095 25,250 0 4,895 295,960

Resource System (20%) (60%) (10%) (9%) (2%)

$529,699 $1,661,540 $281,637 $75,692 $11,600 $19,256 $2,579,4244

(20.5%) (64.4%) (10.9%) (2.9%) (.5%) (.7%)

korpus Christi's plan is based on state funds only.

2

El Paso's plan is based on state funds only.

3
Houston is overbudgeted by $11,550.

4
$220,576 remains to be allocated.

Re.)
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On the other hand, in some systems the proposed measurable objectives
were modest to the point of timidity unless, indeed, they resulted from
underlying misunderstanding or disagreement with the systems concept. In

some cases system goals provided for only a few limited programs, partly
because funds were channeled heavily into book purchases. In another case,
for example, an objective of gaining greater local financial support for
member libraries was planned for less than one-half percent per year, far
below the rate of inflation alone. In effect, such objective acually
proposed a substantial reduction of local library support.

Documentation in the files of the State Library indicates careful
review of system plans, with constructive suggestions for presentation,
clarification, and performance measurement. However, the State Library
had not supplied comprehensive guidelines for program alternatives and
relative emphasis, such as ranges of service, analysis of statewide needs
and means for meeting them were left largely to the ingenuity of different
systems. In most cases at least the most obvious programs of interlibrary
cooperation were initiated by the systems. Slow program starts were made
by some. The amount of funding appears in these instances to have exceeded
programming capabilities and understanding of system potential. Lacking
more definitive guidelines, some system planners resorted to general
standards, such as:

Minimum Standards for Public Library Systems,
American Library Association, 1967

Interim Standards for Small Public Libraries,
American Library Association, 1962

Standards for Texas Public Libraries,
Texas Library Association, 1972

Rules and Regulations of the Texas Library Systems Act,
Texas State Library and Historical Commission,
1970 and 1975.

System Programs as Viewed by Member Libraries

In the questionnaire submitted to member libraries approximately
70 program activities were listed and the library directors were asked to
rate their importance as a system activity. Approximately 63 (90%) were
rated as important, very important, or extremely important as a system
service. A few were rated as slightly important or not important, with
some variations of rating from system to system. Variances in responses
could be expected and appear to have their origin partly in the relative
number of Area Libraries in a given system, the presence or absence of
large numbers of sub.-zban libraries, and partly in the degree of system
development achieved in their district.

Perhaps a majority of the potential system services presented in
the questionnaire for rating (in both Sections I and II) are being performed
currently in some degree by one or more of the Major Resource Systems.
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In many cases, however, the services are still at an early stage of
development, some almost experimental and quite limited in scope. In
some systems the number of services are still few. Also the level of
service varies among systems, with some providing a higher quality of
service than others.

In certain instances systems have not organized programs to stem
the need for anti-cooperative steps by some libraries, such as imposition
of restrictions on reciprocal borrowing. Curtailment of reciprocal borrowing
can result in expansion of much more costly interlibrary loan procedures,
as well as work against the widely accepted goal of promoting easy access
to information to patrons regardless of place of residence.

Program Comments of Member Libraries

Many comments were received from librarians about existing and
potential system programs. Some of these meaningful comments are grouped
hereafter by selected subject areas.

Collection building. Some member libraries criticized their
MRC for utilizing an excessive portion of system funds for the MRC's own
collection. One librarian contended that "too much emphasis on building
MRC library collections, using LSA funds. Funds would be better spent on
small libraries with very limited budgets." Others took a different view,
usually based on ILL needs. One such comment was, "Wn depend on the MRC
to supplement our holdings." One Size II librarian said, "Excellence in
interlibrary loan personnel and funds to strengthen MRC collection are
the most important facets of this system." (One important objective of
the new ILL contracts effective December 1, 1975, was to upgrade personal
services dedicated to ILL.) See Table B, ge VI-8, for expenditure data.

Regarding Area Library collections, recognition was given to the
withdrawal of these libraries from lending books under the ILL program
effective December 1, 1975. One Size II librarian said of collection
enrichment, "This was extremely important until the recent ruling by the
State Library. New everyone will be forced to go to the MRC--a ruling with
which I am in strong disagreement." The elimination of Size II libraries
from active roles in ILL lending is seen by some member librarians as
removing the justification of general collection enrichment ander the
systems concept.

With regard to Community Libraries, one librarian in a sygtem in
which collection enrichment is not a part of the program, expressed the
feeling that "with new ILL policy, plans for next year must be altered to
accommodate Size III for collection development," but this was not explained
since the MRC continues as the ILL resource. Some small libraries appear
to realize that collection enrichment for them, while needed and desired,
serves only their awn patrons and has little if any system meaning. One
librarian said that collection building is "important to local area, but
not to system..."

The depth of desire of most libraries for collection enrichment
is evident in their responses. Some quite frankly would be willing to

turn_substantially_to_the_ditect_grant_pl nn. Poszible_legal_ancL political
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TABLE B
LIBRARY ACQUISITIONS EXPENDITURES PER BORROWER

1972-73

No. of Acquisitions Per capita-)

borrowers expenditure expenditure

Academic libraries

U.S. 9,297,787 273,642,588 29.43

Texas 501,644 14,999,125 29.90

Public libreties

U.S. 44,091,095 161,804,244 3.67

Texas 2,429,690 5,508,822 2.27

Sources: (1) The Bowker Annual, 1975, for 1972-73 acquisitions expenditures,
with 84% of public libraries and 81% of academic libraries reporting;

(2) U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Fall Enrollment

in Higher Education, 1972, for academic borrowers (each student a bor-

rower); (3) Management Services Associates, Inc., A Survey of Texas

Public Libraries, 1966, found 21.7% of state population as borrowers

in Texas based on survey results, and this percentage also was used

herein for estimating the number of borrowers for public libraries in

Texas and the U.S. in 1972-73, based on 1970 census'.

Note: To bring public library acquisitions in Texas in 1972-73 to the

estimated national average of $3.67 per borrower would have required

an additional $3,401,560 ($1.40 X 2,429,690), an amount equal to 12.4% of

total local funding for public libraries in Texas in 1973.



limitations in so doing, however, .,v; not b- --prreciated. The appro-
priateness of collection enrichme.w. when unrelated to cooperative endeavors
is a matter for interpretation under the 1969 Act. When specifically
related to ILL or other programs involvimg more than one ltbrary a systems
basis seems apparent. On the other hand, to some the presence of a given
book on the shelf to obviate an ILL request would appear Abious as systems-
related, it being a traditional function of isolated libraries to have as
good a collection as local funds allow.

One director of a Size II library, in response to the questions on
collection building, specifically related that activity to ILL in apparent
appreciation of the systems approach, and others did the same. A Size III
library rated collection building "noE important" in Size II libraries after
withdrawal of these libraries from ILL lending. A Size II librarian,
referring to collection building, echoed this theme as follows: "If inter-
library loan goes to MRC, this doesn't help our library."

There are other means, however, for systems to support collection
building. System membership requirements and consulting services may be
related strongly to local funding, and the latter is part of the program
cf some systems. At the same time, identification of all cpllection
activities justifying the use of system funds could be undertaken to the
end that all possible support for this program be provided within the
intent of the 1969 Act and in consideration of a balanced system approach.

Audio-visual programs. Audio-visual programs, an obvious "natural"
for cooperative efforts, has received strong support in some systems.
One librarian commented, "Very important in order to get films we would
like to show but cannot purchase or rent. Effective in that it gives a
wide range of programs in our library." Also, those libraries that had
received A-V equipment as part of the system program were finding it very
useful, judging by numerous comments on this service.

However, a librarian located in one of the three largest systems
commented, "Very slaw in getting underway. Has tremendous potential."
Another was anxiously awaiting an MRC catalog of audio-visual holdings.
Still another said of a systemwide film service, "The best suggestion yet
entertained for film service on local level. Regrettably has been totally
ignored by our MRC leaders."

Regional book-leasing. One Area Library, in contemplating this as
a possible service, said "Sounds exciting. How feasible? We have used
McNaughton for years."

Union lilting of serials. Such lists have been found valuable in
various ways. One Area Library found the MRC list "valuable for borrowing
and decision to discard."

Interlibrary loan. One librarian, speaking of ILL, emphasized
that "our public now depends on this." However, the quality of service
is a factor, and one Size II library director pointed out that "time in
supplying or replying affects the effectiveness." In interviews with
librarians in the-ten districts the value of ILL was stressed.
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Currently ILL funding comes mainly from two state appropriations
(system funding per se, and an ILL line-item), and from federal funding.
However, ILL is not clearly a delegated system activity as are other
cooperative functions. System Coordinators are not responsible adminis-
tratively for this activity insome MRC's. The State Library has retained
administrative control of ILL to a great extent, and executes separate
contracts with MRC's for its operation. The future governance of ILL
within or without the systems organization, is still in question. Whether
in or out of the governance arrangement under the Act, it is judged by
most librarians to be the most important cooperative activity among public
libraries. However, this judgment is based un a very limited experience
in only a portion of the great range of potential system services. Also,

ILL antedates full system funding. The relative worth of system services
may be assessed more accurately by librarians when both the number and
quality of such services have increased; while ILL might continue to be
No. 1, the value of other system activities could be expected to appreciate
relatively.

Staff development. Programs for staff development were initiated

in 1974 by most systems and have been universally acclaimed. The programs
have been generally broad in their approach, and the general belief is that
they have been aimed more at the needs of Community Libraries than others.
This was reflected in a typical comment of one Size III librarian, that
workshops "are extremely important to small libraries," Hawever, at least
one system has also met the needs of larger libraries in its programs of
professional development, because one Size II librarian stated that "work-
shops and area meetings on common problems have been very helpful, both
those offered by the State Library and those at the Major Resource Center."

The State Library and the Major Resource Systems are collaborating
and sharing in programs for professional development. A pattern of divi-
sion of work is beginning to develop along useful and natural lines. The

personnel of the State Library, while continuing to be involved in
activities at the "grass-roots" level, may be expected to become more
"trainers of trainers" in professional development, and also be relied
upon as a resource to systems personnel in training materials. Training
methods will become more sophisticated, better related to needs, and more

discriminating in their application. Similarly, in the consulting area,
the state personnel will become, in part, the consultant's consultant.

The early years of development of cooperative systems demand
considerable attention to increasing understanding of system potential

aid methods. This has been the concern of state staff, and responses to
the questionnaire indicate that much more is desired by the library
community in order to make.cooperative efforts as fruitful as possible.
A library director of a 25,000-volume library, member of a large system,
had the following to say, "My answers to the study survey were incomplete
due to lack of knowledge about the.system services and materials available
to us. Is there a booklet or pamphlet explaining our new privileges?
We would appreciate any information available."

Collection analysis. In one system, a Size II library reported
valuable assistance in collection analysis: "Beneficial in evaluation and
development." However, this has not been an important service for some
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systems and not all member libraries were aware ot it. A Size III librarian
said, "have had no assistance here."

In the case of numerous services the importance of the service was
rated higher than the effectiveness of the 7-../sem in providing it, which
was generally true in this case. Furthermore, tile cost/benefit ratio of
good collection analysis clearly makes this actiiity a leading potential
object of system attention for the benefit of patrons and taxpayers.

Staff recruitment. Comments generally indicated that this activity
needed better organization both intrasystem and in-. rsystem, and if accom-
plished, would be an important service. Currently little is' being done in
this activity under system sponsorship.

Reciprocal borrowing. A means for system support (including
financial) of reciprocal borrowing apparently has not been adopted by most
system despite the attractiveness of this arrangement and its outstanding
success in other states where either tha state government or the system
has encouraged the program. One librarian, in response to the question
on the potential of this program in his district, said "The idea is good,
but the collection of books bogged down, and the cost of returning the
books by mail is hard on us." All of the obstacles mentioned are clearly
within the province of the system to remove as necessary to make such a
plan succeed. The nature of residential patterns in many urban areas
containing multiple library jurisdictions inevitably places some libraries
in a position of being heavy net lenders. To sustain reciprocal borrowing
without unduly penalizing certain libraries, reimbursement beyond a
"cooperative factor" could become a system obligation. As an alternative
to ILL the lesser cost is appealing, not to speak of the outstanding con-
venience to many patrons.

Service to the Blind and Handicapped. The large majority of
librarians favored sub-regional centers,for provision of library materials
to the blind and physically handicapped. Comments on current centralized
operation of this service by the State Library out of Austin were favor-
able to the quality of service provided under this scheme. For example,
one librarian said, "the State Library is doing a fine job in this area."
Nevertheless, this same librarian opted for decentralization as offering
an even better opportunity for service to these special patrons.

Another librarian expanded upon his views as follows: "I feel
very definitely that the Division for the Blind & P.H. at Austin needs the
help of other libraries to serve adequately the thousands of blind and
p.h. in the state. No computers can take the place of the personal touch
in this service. These people need a 'listening ear' just as much as
much as they need a properly selected talking book--sometimes even more
when depression takes over. There could be sub-regional centers looking
to Austin as parent library or there could be several independent regional
libraries to cover the state. These regional libraries would lOok only
to Library of Congress rather than to Austin and get their 'books'
straight from it. Texas is too large for only.one service outlet. Besides
we have found that the people who need the service don't alw, hear of it
and have to be more or less searched out in spite of radio, T.V., and
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newspaper coverage. The service is much quicker from a center serving
a smaller area. The patron can pick up the telephone, call in for a
book and have it the next day, whereas the Wats Line to the State-wide
Library is usually busy and any request for a book is delayed until that
_line is open once more--maybe a matter of hours or maybe even a day.
Many people are afraid of using the Wats Line for fear they will be
charged with a long distance call so a simple local call is better for
them. With a plentiful supply of talking books, large-print books, tapes,
and Braille on hand, service from the smaller centers can be more satis-
factory to.the patron. He begins to regard the people in the center
as his personal friends with whom he can easily communicate. He knows
that he can make all sorts of special requests and be answered promptly
with the researched materials or that.he can call and simply chat if
he feels the need."



VII. PROFILES OF THE TEN MAJOR RESOURCE SYSTEMS:
PRINCIPAL VARIATIONS IN THE EXISTING TEN

LIBRARY SYSTEMS AND THEIR DISTRICTS

This section provides a brief narrative summary of selected demographic
features of each of the state's ten Library Districts and selected character-
istics of the MajoResource Systems. The profiles of each system are based
on the statisticalinformation presented in Tables I-XXV in Appendix A, and are
designed to supplement rather than replace the reader's analysis of the more
detailed information contained in those Tables.

Use of the Data

The data presented in Appendix A was compiled from a variety of sources
including publications of the State Library and other state agencies, and from
United States census data. In both the profiles and Tables, the data is
generally organized by Major Resource Systems for the four-year period 1971
through 1974. The year 1971 was chosen as a baseline because it was the first
year of system operation following redefinition of district boundaries. The
upper limit of the data, 1974, represents the most recent information available
on system operations, except for the number of system members in 1975.

Interpretation and analysis of thi3 3tatistical information requires
consideration of several factors. The primovy source of data on system opera-
tions is the State Library, and.the study team'relied heavily on information
from the files and publications of the State Library in the compilation.and
presentation of the data in this report. Although the State Library is in
the process of developing a computerized data base, the present format of
available information on system-o-Perations does not readily lend itself to
conclusive analysis. Reporting requirements for member libraries have been
minimal, and the data in many cases may reflect the lack of standardized
record-keeping procedures among member libraries. Due to these factors,
analysis of the data presented is primarily descriptive rather than inferential.
Apparent trends c td._variations are identified, but cannot be conclusively
proven or disproven on the basis of.available documentation. Development of
an operable computerized data base and revised data collection procedures
will permit a level of detail in analysis necessary to assess the full impact
and significance of,trends.and characteriatics suggested by this section.

This analysis treats the Major Resource Systems as organizatimal
entities. As such, changes in many indices of performance (e.g. circulation,
book stock, tax support, etc.) may reflect increases in system membership
during the four-year period:evaluated. Change in system membership, however,
is perhaps one of the most basic benchmarks of system performance. This
analysis also makes no inference as to the effect of system membership on
changes in the data presented, as its primary purpoSe is to assess the relative
strengths and, weaknesses of each of the ten systems, thereby providinspluseful
:511formation necessary for consideration in analysis of the overall organization
and administration of the Texas Lf-rary System.
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Characteristics of the Ten Library Districts

The only common feature of the ten geographic areas designated as
Library Districts is the presence of a large public library qualifying as a
Major Resource Center under the provisions of the Library Systems Act. Land

area of the ,ten districts is the only other characteristic relatively com-

parable, but varies from the 17,143 square miles of District 7 (Fort Worth)

to the 34,127 square miles enclosed by Ole boundaries of the Abilene District.

The number of counties in each district range from the nine counties
of District 6 (Trans Pecos System) to the 33 counties forming District 5

(Northeast Texas System). In population, the districts vary from the 330,316
inhabitants of District 2 (Texas Panhandle System) to Houston's (District 8)

2,866,881 residents, who comprise more than one-fourth of the state's total

population. Projections of population through the end of this century fore-

cast an absolute decline in the population of District 1 (Abilene), and a

relative decline in the share of state population residing in five of the ten

districts.

Available library resources of each district, in terms of number of

libraries, also varies widely. Location of the state's 368 public libraries

range from the Northeast Texas System's (District 5) total of 62, to the 12

libraries located within District 6 (Trans Pecos SYstem). More than one-
fourth of the state total of special libraries, 141, are located in District 8

(Houston), while residents of District 1 (Abilene), District 2 (Texas Pan-
handle System), and District 6 (Trans Pecos System), have potential direct

access to only eight in each system. The distribution of college and univer-
sity libraries among districts ranges from the 42 located in District 5
(Northeast Texas System) to the three in the Trans Pecos System's area.

Characteristics of the Ten Major Resource Systems

The delineation of Library Districts, in addition to defining the
geographic limits of each of the ten Major Resource Systems, functions to a
large degree as a determinant of the charact,ristics and development of
individual systems. It is obvious that the number and size of public libraries
within a given district, the limits of potential tax support as defined by
the assessed valuation of a district, population as a determinant of total

income and as criteria for system funding, and amerous other demographic
and geographic characteristics of each of the ten districts have and will

continue to affect the operation and developmeat of the Major Resource Systems.

The districts, perhaps more than any other factor, determine the similarities

and dissimilarities among the systems.

System membership ranges from the 46 libraries of the Northeast Texas

System to the Trans Pecos System's total of 7. There is also a pronounced

variation in the classification of member libraries by systems.

The population served by the Major Resource Systems ranges from the
93.75 percent of the district served by the San Antonio System to the 66.80

percent served by the Corpus Christi System. Staffing levels range from the
82.76 full-time equivalent positions employedrby the Abilene System to Houston'

737. Book stock varies from the 513,788 volumes of the Trans Pecos System
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to the 3,233,538 volumes of the Houston System, and volumes per capita served
ranges from a figure of 1.10 volumes (San Antonio System) to the 1.97 volumes
per capita served by the Abilene System.

In 1974, total circulation per capita served ranged from a high of
5.69 items in the Central Texas System to a low of 2.94 items in the San Antonio
System. Circulation figures for the period 1971-1974, show a marked increase
in non-book circulation among systems, with the increase in non-book circula-
tion exceeding the increase in book circulation in all but three systems:
Abilene, Texas Panhandle, and Fort Worth. In four systems (Central Texas,
Trans Pecos, Houston, and San Antonio), non-book circulation increased more
than 100 percent from 1971 totals. Book circulation for the same period
increased by more than ten percent in all but four systems: Abilene, San
Antonio, Northeast Texas, and Trans Pecos.

Financially, 1974 per-capita-served tax support represented an average
24.79 percent increase over 1971 levels. The range of suppOrt aMong systems
was wide however, from the $2.12 per capita support of the San Antonio System
to a figure of $4.11 reported by the Central Texas System. The data also
suggests a general trend toward an increase in the proportion of total income
contributed by county governments, as well as an increase in the number of
libraries receiving joint citycounty support.

Abilene Major Resource'System

Demographic Characteristics

The Abilene System ranks second only to the Northeast Texas System
in number of counties with 32 within system boundaries. Its 34,127 square
miles makes Abilene the largest system, geographically, in the state.

The vast majority of counties in the system (22) have a population of
less than 10,000, with none of the counties exceeding a population of 100,000.
With a total population of 390,331, Abilene ranks ninth among systems with
only the neighboring Texas Panhandle Library System registering 4 smaller
population. Abilene's population per square mile (11.44) is the lowest of
all systems, as is the percentage of urban poliulation.

Total population of the system decreased 7.10 percent between 1960
and 1970, and projections of population change forecast a continued, but more
gradual, decline. Table VIII projects a system population of 387,900 by the
year 2000, a relatively small decrease in absolute numbers, but the second
largest decrease in the proportion of total state population residing in the
system, that is, from the present 3.49 to a projected 2.14 percent.

In racial cc Tosition, the Abilene System ranks seventh in percentage
of Negro residents with a population of 16,183 (4.15 percent), and fifth in
percentage of Spanish surname or language residents with a population of
50,931 (13.05 percent). The percentage of system population of one to five
years of age is the smallest among systems (7.47 percent), and the percentage
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of persons 65 years of age and over is the highest among systems (14.53) and

well above the system average of 8.60. percent. Abilene ranks fifth in inci-

dence of poverty with 21.60 percent of the system's population at or below
the federal definition of poverty.

Library ResourceE

Thirty-five of the state's 368 public libraries are located within
the system, ranking Abilene fifth in number of public libraries. The system
ties the Texas Panhandle and Trans Pecos library systems for the smallest

number cf special libraries (8), but ranks seventh in academic libraries with

ten. Of the 35 public libraries within the system's boundaries, 14 hold system

membership. rhe 21 non-member libraries serve 84,037 of the system's inhab-
itants, ranking Abilene second in percentage of population served by non-
member libraries (22.95 percent) and first among systems in percentage of
public libraries that are not system members.

Abilene ties the Lubbock Area Library System for the largest number of
counties with no library service with five in each system. The total un-

served population of 15,867 ranks first in percentage of system population
without library service (4.07 percent).

System Characteristics

A total of 14 libraries form the Abilene Major Resource System. In

addition to the Major Resource Center, system membershivis composed of two
Area (Size II) Libraries, and 11 Community (Size III) Libraries. Only the

Trans Pecos Library System has a smaller.number of member libraries. System

membership has changed little from the 1971 total of ten libraries, with the
addition of four Community Libraries accounting for the increase. The number

of member libraries has remained constant since 1973. Full-time equivalent
library staff positions employed by the system's libraries (82.76) are the
smallest number among systems, and Table XXIV indicates the increase in library

staff during the years of system operation to be far below the majority of

systems. The population served by member libraries has increased from the.
1971 total of 260,913 to 282,075 in 1974; however, the percentage of popula-
tion within the system served by member libraries (72.27 percent) ranks
ninth among the ten systems.

Book stock of the system's libraries increased at the fifth highest
rate during the period 1971-1974 (33.02 percent) and volumes per capita

increased .37, an increase matched only by the Central Texas Library System.
Although the system's book stock of 555,958 volumes ranks eighth among
systems, its 1.97 volumes per capita served is the highest system total.

As shown by Table XVI, Abilene ranks sixth in percent or total income
spent for book acquisition for the years 1971 through 1974. Analysis of

the data indicates an increasing emphasis on book acquisition, however. In

1971, the system spent 13.09 percent of total income for books, the smallest

percentage among systems. In 1974, the expenditure for books increased to
18.75 percent of total income, ranking Abilene first in this category.



Total circulation of books and non-book materials increased from the
preceding year's total in 1972 and 1973. Circulation figures reported for
1974, however, show a decrease of more than 55,000 items from the 1973 total.
Largely because of this 5.33 percent decline in1974, Abilene registered the
only overall decrease in total circulation during the period 1971-1974.
However, with 3.66 items circulated per capita served during 1974, the Abilene
System ranked fourth among systems.

Table XVIII indicates the decline in 1974 total circulation to be the
result of a 5.74 percent decrease in book circulation from 1973. This
decrease signified the smallest percentage increase in book circulation for
the four-year period of any of the ten systems (.12). During the same period,
the Abilene System experienced the only decline in non-book circulation.
With non-book circulation generally increasing at a much faster rate than
book circulation among the majority of systems, circulation of non-book
materials in the Abilene System dropped from 51,371 items in 1971 to 48,708
items in 1974.

Finance

Only the Lubbock Area Library System receives a smaller percentage of
total library income from city governments than the Abilene System. In 1974,
the system received 42.67 percent of its total income from city government
support, a decrease of 9.89 percent from 1971. The percentage of total in-
come represented by county government support during the period 1971-1974 has
increased in all systems, and county support of the Abilene System increased
proportionately at the third highest rate among systems from 41.62 percent in
1971 to 46.20 percent in 1974. Support from county governments represents
a higher percentage of total income in only one other system. Table XXI
indicates that in 1974, the majority of libraries in the system (64.3 percent)
received support from both city and county sources.

Although per capita tax support of system members increased 32.42
percent from 1971 to 1974, the 1974 per capita support of $2.41 ranks eighth
statewide, with only Corpus Christi and the San Antonio systems receiving
a lower level of support. The system's 1974 per capita served income of
$2.71 ranks seventh, but increased by the third-largest percentAge from the
1971 figure of $1.94.

Texas Panhandle Library System

Demographic Characteristics

With a 1970 population of 330,316, the Panhandle System is the smallest
of the ten systems in number of inhabitants. The 24,881 square miles enclosed
by the system's boundaries are divided among 25 counties. Like Abilene, the
majority of county populations are small, with 64 percent having less than
10,000 persons, and none exceeding a population of 100,000. Approximately
71 percent of the system's population is urbanized, ranking the system
eighth in percentage of urban population. The system also ranks eighth in
population density with 13.28 persons per Hqunre mile.



The Panhandle System is one of only three systems that experienced a
decline in population from 1960 to 1970. Table VIII projects a Opulation
increase of approximately 110,000 by the year :,.006, which, although increas-
ing the system's present population by almost one-third, will result in maintain-
ing the proportion of total state population et:siding within the system at
approximately the current level (2.95 percent).

Compared to the other systems, the percentage of Negro and Spanish
surname or language residents in the Panhandle System is relatively low. The

Negro population of 12,552 (3.80 percent) and population of Spanish surname
or language, 30,719 (9.30 percent), ranks the Panhandle System eighth and

seventh respectively among the ten systems.

Table VI shows the level of education of the system's population to
compare very favorably with the other systems. The percentage of system
population completing less than nine years of school (12.65) is the lowest
among systems, and the percentages completing high school (16.37) and one to
three years of college (7.13), are the highest among systems.

Only the Fort Worth system is impacted by a lower incidence of poverty

than the Panhandle System. The 14.60 percent of the system's population at
or below the poverty level is considerably less than the system average of

20.20 percent.

Library Resources

Of the ten systems, only the Trans Pecos System has fewer public,
specialand academic libraries. The Panhandle System ties the Fort Worth System

for the second-smallest number of public libraries (26), and two other

systems for the fewest special libraries (8). Approximately four percent

of the state's academic libraries are located within the system. Ten of the

26 public libraries are not system members, and serve 27,174 (8.72 percent)
of the system's population.

The Panhandle System ranks second along with the Corpus Christi and
Northeast Texas systems in number Of counties without library service. The

11,052 inhabitants of the three unserved counties comprise 3.35 percent of
the system's population, ranking the system second in percentage of popula-

tion without library service.

System Characteristics

Membership in the Texas Panhandle Library System reached its present
level of one Area (Size II) Library, and 14 Community (Size III) Libraries in
1974. Although seven systems exceed the Panhandle's membership of 16 libraries,
the system's membership doubled between 1971 and 1974, a rate of growth sur-
passed by only one system. During this same period, the number of full-time
equivalent library staff positions among system members increased by 24.50
percent from a 1971 total of 90.5 positions to a 1974 total of 112.36. The

percentage of the system's population served by member libraries has increased

by more than 20 percent since 1971, and the 86.16 percent served by system
members in 1974 ranks fourth among systems.



The Panhandle System registered the greatest percentage increase in
book stock from 1971 to 1974. System holdings of 543,948 in 1974 represent
an increase of 49.98 pelcent over 1971 totals. This increase can primarily
be attributed to growth in system mc-nbership rather than to accelerated
acquisition policies. As shown by Table XVI, member libraries spent only
12.78 percent of their total income for books during the period 1971-1974,
the smallest percentage expenditure of the ten systems. In volumes per
capita served, the Panhandle System led all other systems in 1971 with 1.66
volumes. By 1974, the system's total of 1.91 volumes per capita served
ranked second only to that of Abilene.

Total circulation increased some 13 percent during the period 1971-
1974, from the 1971 total of 1,067,939 items to a 1974 total of 1,207,210
items. The percentage increase in circulation registered during this period
ranks fifth among systems, and the 1974 circulation per capita served (4.24
items) ranks second, with only the Central Texas System reporting a higher
figure. Table XVIII indicates that while book circulation during the period
1971-1974 increased at the fourth-fastest rate among systems (13.98 percent),
circulation of non-book materials increased at the slowest rate (3.61 percent).

Finance

The Panhandle System ranks eighth in the percentage of total income
received from city governments. In 1974, $697,362 (64.94 percent) of the
total income of the system's members was derived from city sources. This
represents a 11.90 percent decrease from the proportion of total income
accounted for by city government support in 1971, the largest such relative
decrease in level of city government support reported. The general state-
wide trend toward increased county government support of system membership
is typified by the Panhandle System. During this same period, 1971-1974,
the proportion of total income contributed by county governments increased
by 9.15 percent, the largest increase reported. The 30.77 percent of its
1974 total income received from county sources ranks the system third in
proportion of county government support. Table XXI indicates that 75 percent
(12) of the system's member libraries received funding from both city and
county governments, the highest percentage of libraries receiving joint funding
among systems.

The system's per-capita-served tax support dropped from second to
third-highest among the ten systems from 1971 to 1974. The 1974 figure of
$3.61 represents a 13.88 percent increase over 1971, the lowest percentage
increase reported for the period. Per-capita-served income also dropped in
rank from second to third-highest.

Central Texas Library System

Demographic Characteristics

The Central Texas System is composed of 30 counties covering an area
of ''.0,639 square miles. Over 75 percent of the counties comprising the district
are oi less than 25,000 population, with over 56 percent of the system's 1970
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population of 1,009,822 located in three counties traversed by the major

north-south highway: Bell (124,483), McLennan (147,553), and Travis (295,516).
The system ranks fifth in total population, third in number of counties, and
sixth in geographic area. Some 70 percent of the system's population is
located in urbanized areas, ranking the Central Texas System ninth in percent

of urban population. According to the 1970 U.S. Census, only 10 of the system's
counties had an urban population of 50 percent or more.

The population of the Central Texas System increased 15.10 percent
between 1960 and 1970, the fifth-highest rate of growth among systems. Popula-

tion projections prepared by the Texas Water Development-Board, shown in
Table VIII, forecast an average decennial increase of 14.34 percent in the
system's population through the year 2000. The system's ranking it. terms of

total population is expected to remain constant, although the projections in-
dicate a slight decline in the system's share of total state population.

The system's population includes 148,042 Negroes (14.66 percent),
the third-highest percentage among systems, and 114,954 persons of Spanish sur-
name or language (11.38 percent), which ranks sixth among systems. The age
composition of the system's population, presented in Table V, shows the loweat
percentage of population in the 6 to 12 and 13 to 17 years categories (12.29
and 9.33 percent respectively), and the highest percentage of residents between
the ages of 18 and 64 (57.79 percent) of the ten systems. The 11.71 percent
of the population 65 years of age and above is exceeded only by Abilene.

Educationally, 11.98 percent of the system's inhabitants graduated
from high school, with only the Corpus Christi System registering a smaller
percentage. The system ranks seventh in percentage of population completing
one to three years of college (5.58 percent), and ql:Ad fn the nercentage
completing four or more years of college (6.05 petc.vro.).

As a percentage of population, the incHence oL. poverty in the Central

Texas System (23.13 percent) ranks second only A. Ct.'rp'i Christi. Approximately

one-half of the system's population of Spanish ;arrtawf, language, and Negro

population fall at or below the poverty level.

1,ibrarv Resources

The 162 libraries (not including schcw. '...i.braries) located within

the system's boundaries is the third-largest totaJ among systems. no system
ranks second in number of special libraries (96), third !a academic librities
(21), and third in public libraries (45), Thirteen of the 45 public Jibriwtes
do not belong to the system, and serve o.10 percent (49,465) of the p:n.olation.

The Central TeXas System ties with the Trans Pecos, lir.,ston, and San
Antonio systems for the smallest numbftr of unserved counties (I). The 4,212
unserved residents of Mills County comprise only .42 percent of tl:m area's

populations however.

.Svatw. Charrleristisa

Membership of tV.0 Central Texas System ranks fourth among systems in

nuuber of Lhcaries. The current system membership of 5 A!,7ea (Size II) Libraries

and 26 c,)mmunity (Size III) Libraries represents an increcae of approximately
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68 percent from the 1971 membership of 19 libraries. Since 1971, 3 Area
Libraries and 12 Community Libraries have become system participants.
The 285.54 full-time equivalent library staff posit1or,6 of the system's
libraries ranks third among the ten systems, and the 32.96 percent
increase in the library staff of the system since 1971 ranks second .

only to Corpus Christi. Population served by member libraries has
increased at a moderate rate since 1971, to 761,591 in 1974. The 75.42
percent of the system's population served by its members in 1974 ranked
eighth among systems, with only Abilene and Corp.,u, Christi reporting
lower percentages.

Volumes held by system libraries incre.:,..ved at the second-highest
rate from 1971 holdings (41.68 percent), resultlag in a 1974 book stock of
1,162,643 volumes. Although much of this increase may.be attributed to
increased system membership, the 15.38 percent o; total income expended for
books during the period 1971-1974 ranks fourth among systems and suggests
a relatively high degree of emphasis on book Acquisition. In 1974, the
16.43 percent of total income used for the purchase of books was exceeded
only by the Abilene System. The Central Texas System ranks second to
Abilene in volumes per capita served (1.91), an increase ,i: .37 volumes
since 1971 which ties Abilene for the greate.:t ircrease reported.

During this same period, the Central Twr.....1 Syet;Jm registered the
second-highest increase in total circulation ;,22.(2 oc,.cent), from the 1971
level of 3,551,915 items to a 1974 total of 4,334,166 Jeems. The number of
items circulated in 1974 ranks third among systems, ruld die 5.69 items
circulated per capita served ranks first. By 1974, book circulation had
IncreaSed over 1971 totals by 19.20 percent, ,secona only to Corpus Christi.
Circulation of non-book materials during thit, f.,ur-year period increased
100.38 percent from a total of 123,473 items in 1571 to 247,410 items in
1974.

gipance

The Central Texas System ranks second in the percentage of total
library income derived from city governments. In 1974, 94.11 percent of the
funding of member libraries came from city government support. Conversely,
the system ranks tonth in the proportion of total income received from county
governments. County government support represented only 3.02 percent of the
system's total income in 1974. Anolysto of Table XXI shows that only one
of the system's member libraries relies solely on county support. The
majority of system libraries are dependent on city government funding,
although the number receiving joint support has increased.

Per-capita-served tax support showed the largest percentage increase
among systems from 1971 to 1974 (50.55 percent). The 1974 per capita support
of $4.11 is Ole highest per-capitr. amount reported, as is the system's $4.23
per-capita-s(trved income.

Corpus Christi Area Library System

Demographic Characteristics

The most distinctive demographic feature of the Corpus Christi Area
Library System is its racial composition. Persons of Spanish surname or
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language represented 58.53 percent of the system's 1970 population of
999,784, the highest percentage and population (585,147) of Spanish surname
or language of the ten systems. In contrast, the system's Negro population

of 34,717 (3.47 percent) ranks ninth among systems.

Geographically, the system is composed of 26 counties covering an

area of 26,411 square mile.F. More than 70 percent of the counties have a

population of less than 257 U00. Seven counties (Cameroh, Hidalgo, Kleberg,

Nueces, San Patricio, Vic.Itotia, and Webb) have larger populations and comprise

more than three-fourths (35.(.i7 percent) of the total population. Sixteen of

the system's counties have urbanized populations of 50 percent or more, but
the percentage of urban population (75.17) ranks sixth among systems.

The system's population remained relatively constant from 1960 to

1970, with the incrase of approximately 10,000 persons reflecting the
slowest rats of growth (1.04 percent) reported for this period. A more sub-
stantial rate of growth is projected by Table VIII, but the system's share
of total state population is expected to decline more than any of the other

systems.

Percent of population between the ages of 1 to 5 and 6 to 12 years,
ranks second only to the Trans Pecos System with 10.14 and 16.56 percent of
the system's population falling within these categories respectively. The

Corpus Christi System has the highest percentage of population from 13 to
17 years of age, and the lowest percentage of persons aged 18 to 64 years.
The educational level of its population is the lowest of the ten systems.
Sone 22.11 percent of the system's population completed less than nine years
of school (the highest percentage among systems), and the 9.68 percent coth-

pleting high school, 4.24 percent completing one to three years of college,

and 3.74 percent completing four or more years of college are the lowest

system totals.

With 35.91 percent of its population at or below the poverty level,

the Corpus Christi System ranks first in incidence of poverty. Analysis of

Table VII shows this to be primarily the result of poverty among the system's

population of Spanish surname or language. Approximately 293,000 persons of

$panish surname or language live in poverty, totalling 29.29 percent of the

system's population.

Library Itesources

The system ranks sixth in the total number of public, special, and

academic libraries located within its boundaries. It also ranks sixth in the

nunber of special (18) and academic libraries (12), but ranks fourth in

public libraries with 38. Only 18 of the 38 public libraries, however, are

members of the Corpus Christi System. The 20 non-member libraries serve

29.20 percent of the system's population, which represents the highest system

figure.

Three of the system's 26 counties have no libaray service (Kenedy,

Starr, and Zapata). The 22,737 unserved residents of these counties represent
2.27 percent of the system's population, which ranks third among systems.
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System Characteristics

Table XI shows a system membership of 21 libraries in 1971 which in-
creased to 25 libraries by 1973 and then declined to the 1975 total of 18
libraries. This apparent decrease in system membership actually reflects
the formation of two county library systems: the Hidalgo County Library
System and the San Patricio County Library System. The population served
by the Corpus Christi System has increased by approximately 55,000 since
1971; however, the 66.80 percent of the total population served by member
libraries in 1974 ranked last among the ten systems. During this same
period, the system registered the largest percentage increase in full-time
equivalent staff positions employed by member libraries (33.30 percent),
from a 1971 total of 120.82 positions to a 1974 total of 161.05 positions.
The 1974 figure ranks sixth among systems.

Only the San Antonio and Trans Pecos Systems showed a smaller per-
centage increase in book stock from 1971 to 1974. The system's 1974 holdings
of 996,822 volumes represents a 30.27 percent increase from its 1971 total
and ranks as the sixth-largest system collection. In volumes per capita
served, the system's 1974 total of 1.49 volumes ranks seventh. Although
member libraries spent an average of 15.75 percent of their total library
income for'books during this four-year period (a percentage exceeded only
by San Antonio), volumes per capita served increased by only .18 volumes,
which ranks seventh among systems.

The change in the system's total circulation from 1971 to 1974
ranks first. The number of items circulated in 1974 (2,135,255) increased
by almost 300,000 items from the 1971 total, an increase of 23.96 percent.
However, the number of items circulated per capita served in 1974 (3.20)
ranks ninth among systems with only San Antonio reporting a lower figure.
Table XVIII indicates that the increase in book circulation from 1971 to
1974 (22.71 percent) was also the highest among systems, while non-book
circulation for the period increased by 82.99 percent.

Finance

Approximately 74 percent of member libraries' 1974 total income was
in the form of city government support, with some 20 percent coming from
county governments. As in the majority of systems, the proportion of total
income contributed by city governments declined from 1971 (7.21 percent)
and the share of total income represented by county government funds in-
creased (6.82 percent). In 1974, approximately one-half of the system's
membership (8 libraries) received joint city-county support, with the
remaining 9 libraries almost equally divided between those receiving city
funding (4) or county funding (5).

The system's 1974 per-capita-served tax support ($2.29) shows a
42.24 increase from the 1971 per capita figure of $1.61. Although the in-
crease in tax support for this period ranks second only to the Central Texas
System, the system's $2.29 per capita served ranks ninth. Per-capita-
served income increased by an almost identical percentage (42.35) from 1971
to a 1974 figure of $2.42, also ninth among the ten systems.
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Northeast Texas LArarv_Svstem

Demographic Characteristics

With a 1970 population of 2,327,181, the Northeast Texas System,
headquartered in Dallas, ranks second in total population. The 79.32 per-
cent of system population residing in urban_places ranks the system fifth
in percentage of urban population.

?

The system covers an area of 23,956 square mAes, which are
divided among 33 counties. Although it ranks first in number of counties,
the system ranks ninth in land area with only an adjacent system, Fort
Worth, covering a smaller geografhic area. Approximately two-thirds of the
system's counties fall within a population range of 10,000 to 50,000, with
six inhabited by less than 10,000 persons and five with populations of
50,001 to 100,000. One of only four systems with a county of more than
500,000 population, the 1,327,321 residents of Dallas County comprise more
than 57 percent of the system's total population.

Population growth for the decade 1960 to 1970 (24.40 percent) was
exceeded by only two systems, Fort Worth and Houston. Projections of popu-
lation, presented in Table VIII, forecast an average 19.39 percent decen-
nial rate of growth through the year 2000. Based on these projections,
the Northeast Texas System is one of four expected to increase its propor-
tion of the total state population.

The system's population includes 409,707 Negroes (17.61 percent),
the second-highest percentage of Negro residents of the ten systems. The
percentage of Spanish surname or language residents (4.71) is the lowest
system figure, and well below the statewide total of 18.40 percent. Ana-

lysis of Table V shows the age composition of the system's population to
vary little from the totals for the state as a whole. In years of school
completed, the system ranks third in the percentage of population completing
high school (14.35 percent), and ranks second in both percentage completing
one to three years of college (6.66 percent) and four or more years of
college (6.19 percent).

Overall, the incidence of poverty among the system's population
(15.05 percent) ranks seventh. The percentage of Negro residents at or
below the poverty level (37.75 percent) is about average for the ten systems,
while the incidence of poverty among Spanish surname or language residents
(14.40 percent) is the lowest system figure.

Library Resources

The Northeast Texas System ranks second to the Houston System in
the total number of public, special, and academic libraries located within
its boundaries, but rauks first in number of public (62) and academic
libraries (42). Of the 62 public libraries, nine do not belong to the

system. The non-member libraries serve 147,032 persons, which represents
approximately seven percent of the system's population.
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Three counties--Cass, Franklin, and Rains--have no library service.
The 33,176 residents of these counties rank the system fourth in percentage
of population without library service (1.43 percent), but first in the number
of unserved residents.

,

System Characteristics

With a 1975 membership of 46 libraries, the Northeast Texas System
ranks first in system membership. The system also ranks first in the
number of Area (Size II) Libraries (19), and ties the Central Texas System
for the second-highest number of Community (Size III) Libraries (26). From
a 1971 total of 31 libraries, system membership increased by 4 Area Libraries
and 11 Community Libraries. The population served by member libraries has
increased by approximately 125,000 since 1971 to a.1974 total of 1,932,580.
Although the population served by the Northeast Texas System is exceeded
only by Houston, as a percentage of total population (83.04 percent),the
system ranks sixth. The total number of full-time equivalent library staff
positions employed by member libraries (679.50) ranks second among systems,
but increased at a slower rate than the majority of systems from 1971-1974.

During this same four-year period, the system recorded an average
annual expenditure for books of 15.28 percent of the total income of its
member libraries. The system's book stock increased by some 32 percent
during this period to a 1974 total of 2,986,524 volumes, the second-largest
collection of the ten systems. Volumes per capita served increased by .29
volumes, an increase exceeded only by two systems. With 1974 holdings equal
to 1.55 volumes per capita served, thq system ranks third among systems.

Total circulation for 1974 (7,056,713 items) represented a 7.11
, percent increase over circulation for 1971, with only San Antonio registering
a smaller increase in circulation. The 3.65 items circulated per capita
served by thi Northeast Texas System in 1974 ranks fifth. Increase in book
circulation during the same period (6.51 percent) ranks eighth among systems,
and the 84.74 percent increase in circulaton of non-book materials ranks
fifth.

Finance

With 94.27 percent of the combined 1974 total income of its member
libraries coming from city governments, the system ranks first in city govern-
ment support. The proportion of total income derived from city govern.:
ment funding increased 3.06 percent from 1971 to 1974, with only one other
system (Lubbock) reporting an increase in the share of total income repre-
sented by city government support. County support, as a proportion of
total income, remained relatively constant for the four-year period. In
1974, 21 (51.2 percent) of the system's libraries were dependent on city
governments for flnding, 17 (41.5 percent) received joint city-county support,
and only 3 (7.3 Dement) relied solely on county government support.

Per-capita served tax support and per-capita-served income for 1974
ranked Second with fic:ures of $3.89 and $3.97 respectively. Both registered
smaller percentage increases from 1971 totals than the majority of systems.

,
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Trans_Pecos Library System

pemographic Characteristics

Covering an area of 31,556 square miles, the Trans Pecos System

ranks second in geographic area to Abilene. Although the system ranks

eighth in total population, with both the Abilene and Texas Panhandle systems

more sparsely populated, 359,291 of the system's 411,475 inhabitants

(87.32 percent) reside in El Paso County. The remainder of the system's
residents (52,184) are divided among the other eight counties comprising the

system, only two of which have populations in excess of 10,000: Pecos

(13,748) and Reeves (16,526). With a total of nine, the system ranks last

among the ten systems in number of counties.

Fifty percent or more of the population of five of the nine counties

live in urbanized areas. In total, 91.02 percent of the system's popula-
tion is classified as urban according to the 1970 U.S. Census, ranking the

system first in percentage of urban population.

The population of the Trans Pecos System increased by more than
12 percent during the 1960-1970 decade, and the system's population is ex-

pected to continue to increase as indicated by Table VIII. Data presented

in the Table also forecasts a continued increase in the system's share of

the total state population.

Analysis of the racial composition of the population, presented in

Table IV, shows the system to include 230,570 persons of Spanish surname or

language (56.03 percent), the second-highest percentage among systems, and

11,860 Negroes (2.88 percent), the lowest percentage of Negro residents.

The age composition of the system's population is characterized by a high

percentage of persons below 18 years of age. Some 10.21 percent of the 1970

population of the system fell between the ages of one to five years, and

16.99 percent in the 6 to 12 year category. Both figures are the highest

among systems. The 11.23 percent of the population aged 13 to 17 years

ranked second only to the Corpus Christi System. Older residents comprised

a smaller percentage of the population than in the majority of systems, with

the 5.95 percent 65 years of age and over being the second-lowest system

total in this age group.

The system ranks relatively low in the educational level of its

population: seventh in percentage completing high school (12.42 percent);
eighth in percentage completing one to three years,of college (5.20 percent);

and seventh in percentage completing four or more years of college (5.03

percent).

Approximately 91,373 persons live at or below the poverty level in
the Trans Pecos system, an incidence of poverty (22.21 percent) exceeded only

by the Central Texas, Corpus Christi, and San Antonio systems. More than

three-fourths of those impacted by poverty are among the system's population

of Spanish surname or language.
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Librarviesources

The Trans Pecos System ranks last in total library resources.
Twelve of the state's 368 public libraries are located in the system, as are
eight of the 434 special libraries and three of the 163 academic libraries,
a combined total equal to only 2.38 percent of the state's resources repre-
sented by these libraries. Five of the 12 public libraries are not system
members, and provide service to 8.95 percent of the system's population.

The 1,527 residents of Jeff Davis County have no library service.
The .37 percent of the system's population represented by the county's
residents ranks eighth in percentage of population without service, and is
the smallest numbar of unserved residents among systems.

System Characteristics

Membership in the system has increased from the 1971 total of three
libraries to a 1975 membership of seven. The smallest system in number of
member libraries, the Trans Pecos is also the only system with no Area
(Size II) Libraries. Since 1971, the population served by member libraries
has increased by approximately 100,000 to a 1974 total of 352,123 or 85.58
percent of the system's population, which ranks fifth among systems. The
number.of full-time equivalent library staff positions employed by the
system's libraries ranks ninth with a 1974 total of 104.40.

At 513,788 volumes, the book stock of the system is the smallest
system collection, and the increase in volumes since 1971 (22.61 percent)
was the smallest reported. With a 1974 total of 1.46 volumes per capita
served, the system ranked eighth, and was the only system reporting no
increase from 1973 totals. During the period 1971-1974, the system's lib-
raries spent 14.57 percent of their combined total income for book acquisi-
tion, with only die Fort Worth and Texas Panhandle systems expending a
smaller percentage of resources for acquisitions.

Total circulation increased some 8.86 percent from 1971 to a 1974
figure of 1,142,347 volumes, the second-smallest percentage increase, and
the 3.24 items circulated per capita in 1974 ranked eighth among systems.
Circulation of books during this four-year period increased by 6.52 percent;
while circulation of non-book materials increased by 153.82 percent, the
latter being an increase exceeded only by Houston.

Finance

With 93.03 percent of the 1974 combined total income of member
libraries coming from city goverment sources, the system ranks third in
proportion of city government support. As in the majority of systems, the
proportion of total income represented by city government support has de-
creased since 1971 (by approximately 4.74 percent), while the relative level
of county support has increased (by 3.80 percent).

The system's 1974 per-capita-served tax support of $2.49 ranked
seventh among systems, and represents a 6.43 percent decrease from the pre-
vious year's total of $2.65.(which may represent an error in reporting or
processing rather than an actual decrease). Per-capita-served income re-
ported for 1974, however, also 4ec1ined from 1973 reports by 5.56 percent,
decreasing from $2.66 to $2.52.
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Fort WorthiKaior Resource System

DeMographic Characteristics

The Fort Worth System ranks third in population with a 1970 total

of 1,160,068 residents. Its 17,143 square miles is the smallest geographic

area of the ten systems, and well below the system average of 26,211 square

miles. Some 84.96 percent of the system's population is classified'as

urban, the third-highest system total.

Although 10 of the system's 21 counties have populations of less

than 10,000, Table III shows the remaining counties to be fairly well dis-

tributed among higher population groupings. Approximately two-thirds of the

counties have urban populations of 50 percent or more.

The system's population exOrienced the second-highest rate of

growth between 1960 and 1970 with a' 24.67 percent increase. Table VIII

projects an average decennial increase in population of more than 20 per-

cent through the year 2000. During this same period the share of the

total state population residing within the system's boundaries is expected

to increase from the 1970 figure of 10.36 percent to 11.20 percent by the

nd of the century.

Fort Worth ranks fourth in percentage of Negro residents (9.10

percent), and the system's 62,311 residents of Spanish surname or language

comprise a relatively low 5.37 percent of its population, with only the

Northeast Texas System,registering a smaller percentage. The age composition

of the system's population, presented in Table V, indicates the percentage

of persons below 18 years of age to be smaller than the majority of systems,

and the 3.74 percent of Fort Worth's population aged 65 and over is the

smallest system total. In years of school completed, the system ranks second

to the Panhandle System in percentage completing high school (14.42), and

ranks third in percentage completing ane to three years of college, and

fourth in percentagc completing four or more years of college, with 6.58

and 5.73 percent respectively.

The incidence of poverty among the system's population is the lowest

of the ten systems, with 12.27 percent of its residents at or belaw the

poverty level. Although the incidence of poverty is higher among Negro

(33.14 percent) and Spanish surname or language populations (23.90 percent),

these percentages are the second and third-lawest respectively among systems.

Library Resources

The Fort Worth System ranks third in number of public libraries (45),

and fourth in number of special (39) and academic libraries (16). Only nine

of the 45 public libraries are not system members, but combine to serve .

161,917 (14.71 percent) of the system's population, the third-largest per-

centage of population served by non-member libraries.

Two of the system's 21 counties have no library service: Cottle

aw; Jack. The counties' 9,915 residents represent .85 percent of the system's

population.
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System Characterist les

With 36 member libraries, the system ranks third in system member-
ship. In addition to the Major Resource Center, the system's membership is
composed of 5 Area (Size II) Libraries and 30 Community (Site III) Libraries,
the largest number of Community Libraries among the ten systems. The growth
in system membership from its 1971 total of 23 libraries occured primarily
in the Community Library classification with the addition of a single Area
Library.

The population served by the system increased by more than 100,000
persons during the period 1971-1974, to a 1974 total of 938,619, which, as
a percentage of population (80.91 percent) ranks seventh among systems.
During the same four-year period, the number of full-time equivalent staff
positions in the system shows the fourth-largest percentage increase (27.14
percent), from a 1971 total of 212.36 positions to a 1974 total of 270.

Volumes held by member libraries in 1974 (1,409,129) formed the third-
largest system collection, and had increased by some 31 percent from 1971
holdings. This increase amounted to approximately .21 volumes per capita
served, resulting in a 1974 figure of 1.50 volumes, sixth among systems.

The system's expenditure for books as a percent of total income for
the years 1971 through 1974 (14.16 percent) ranks ninth, with only the Pan-
handle System spending a lower percentage of its income for books. On a
year-by-year basis, the system's expenditure for books exceeded 14 percent
of its total Income only in 1973.

Although 1974 total circulation (3,409,550 items) represented a
15.74 percent increase from 1971, the third-highest increase reported, the
system's circulation per capita served of 3.63 items ranked sixth. Table
XVIII indicates that book circulation for this same period increased 15.77
percent over 1971 totals, but that circulation of non-book materials in-
creased by only 14.65 percent which represents the second-lowest increase of
the ten systems.

Finance

In 1974, 21 (65.6 percent) of the system's member libraries received
financial support from both city and county governments, 9 (28.1 percent)
were supported by city governments, and 2 (6.3 percent ) by county govern-
ments. City government funds accounted for 84.08 percent of the combined
total income for 1974, a relatively small decline from the proportion of
total income contributed by city governments in 1971 (85.01 percent).
County government support of system libraries, as a proportion of total
income, increased more slowly than in other systems during this period
( .05 percent) to a 1974 figure of 10.20 percent.

Both per-capita-served tax support and income increased by approxi-
mately 30 percenL from 1971 figures. The system's ranking on both variables
(fourth) in 1971 was unchanged in 1974.

t3()
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Houston, Area LibrarY System

Demoz-aphic Characteristics

A total of 28 counties covering an area of 24,441 square miles

define the geographic parameters of the Houston System. The system ranks

fifth in number of counties and eighth in land area, but ranks first in

population with a 1970 figure of 2;866,881 inhabitants, which represents

more than one-fourth of the state total.

The majority of the system's counties (64.28 percent) have popula-

tions of between 10,000 and 5e,000, with the four counties populated by

more than 100,000 persons (Brazoria, Galveston, Harris, and Jefferson)

totaling 79 percent (2,264,809) of the system's population. The combined

population of these four counties exceeds the total population of all other

systems with the exception of dhe Northeast Texas System.

Only 11 of the 28 counties comprising the system had 1970 urban

populations of 50 percent or more. Although the system ranks only fourth

in the percentage of population residing in urban areas (82.58 percent),

it ranks first in the number of residents living in urban areas (2,367,341).

The system registered the highest rate of population growth among

systems between 1960 and 1970, with a 28.97 percent increase. Projections

of population, presented in Table VIII, forecast the system's rate of growth

through the balance of the century to continue to lead the ten systems,

resulting in a substantial increase in the share of total state population

located within the system's boundaries.

With a :+egro population of 580,226, the Houston System ranks first

in percentage of Negro residents (20.24 percent). Its 266,646 residents of

Spanish surname or language comprise only 9.30 percent of the system's popu-

lation, but represent the third-largest number of Spanish speaking or sur-

named persons of the ten systems. The percentage of population between the

ages of ane an, 64 are marginally higher than the statewide averages, and

the percentage rf the system's population aged 65 years and over (7.28 per-

cent) is slightly lower than the state average of 8.87 percent. larde VI

indicates the most significant education characteristic of the system to be

the percentage of population completing four or more years of college, which

at 6.31 percent ranks first among systems. The incidence of poverty among

the population of the Houston System (14.83 percent) ranks eighth, and the

incidence among its Negro and Spanish surname or language populations rank

eighth (35.35 percent) and ninth (19.07 percent) respectively.

Iabrary Resources

The Houston System ranks second to the Northeast Texas System in

number of public libraries (50) and academic libraries (31), and ranks first

in number of special libraries with 141 located within the system's boundaries.

Approximately three-fourths of the public libraries (37) are members of the

system, with the 13 non-member libraries serving 5.32 percent of the system's

population (146,927).
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Of the system's 28 counties only one (San Jacinto) has no library
service. The 6,702 residents of San Jacinto County comprise .23 percent of
the system's population, ranking the system ninth in percentage of popula-
tion without library service.

Svstem Characteristics

Since 1971, the membership of the Houston System has increased by
15 libraries (4 Area and 11 Community Libraries) to its present compliment
of 37 members. The system ranks second only to the Northeast Texas System
in total membership, and also ranks second in the number of Area (Size II)
Libraries with 13. Member libraries served a total of 91.27 percent of the
system's population in 1974, which ranks third among systems, and employed
the largest number of full-time equivalent library staff positions of the
ten oysi:ems (737).

Smaller than the Northeast Texas System in number of member libraries,
the system's 1974 book stock (3,233,538 volumes) exceeded that of the North-
east Texas System by more than 247,000 volumes and ranks as the largest
system collection. In volumes per cAoita served, however, the Houston
System's 1974 figure of 1.24 volumes ranked ninth with only the San Antonio
System reporting a lower figure.

During the four-year period 1971-1974, the system's member libraries
spent an average of 14.80 percent of their combined total income for acqui-
sitions, a level of expenditure which ranks seventh among systems. During
this same period, the system's book stock increased at the fourth-highest
rate (36.18 percent), while volumes per capita served increased by .20
volumes, sixth among systems.

Although tht.. system's 1974 total circulation of 8,988,798 items
represents a 13.82 percent increase over total circulation for 1971, analy-
sis of Table XVII indicates that total circulation declined from the previous
year's level in both 1973 and 19/4. In 19./3, four systems reported decreapes
in total circulation, while in 1974 decreases were reported only by Abilene
and Houston. The 3.44 items circulated per capita served by the Houston
System in 1974 ranked seventh among sy,3tems.

Table XVIII shows the decrease in total circulation in 1973 and
1974 to be the result of a decrease in book circulation of 1.21 percent in
1973 and 1.78 percent in 1974. Book circulation for the period 1971 to
1974, however, increased at the third-fastest rate among systems (15.77
percent), while the increase in non-book circulation during this period
(182.20 percent) was the highest recorded.

F,inaL.ce

Of the combined 1974 total income of the system's member libraries,
73.51 percent ame from city governments:And,20.03 percent from county govern-
ments. The 73.51 percent derived from cities represents c '4.31 percent
decrease from the proportion of city government support race...Ned in 1971,
and the proportion of total income received from countier .974 (20.03)
represents a 1.57 percent increase over the share of tote:. .c?me contributed
by county governments in 1971. Six of the 37 member librrif-1.7 are funded
b!. county governments, with the remaining libraries almost equally divided
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between those funded ty city governments (13), and those receiving support

from both city and county governments (14). Both per-capita-served tax

support ($2.90) and income ($3.10) for 1974 ranked fifth amoag systems.

Lubbock Area Library System

Demographic Characterist,cs

Seventh in total population, the 599,889 inhabitants of the Lubbock

Area Library System are divided among 29 counties covering 27,500 square

miles, the third-largest system area. More than 85 percent of the counties

have populations of less than 25,000, and only one (Lubbock County) has a

population greater than 100,000. Some 74.91 percent :vf the population live

in urban areas, ranking the system seventh in percentage of urban population.

The Lubbock System was one of three registering a decline in popu-

lation from 1960 totals. Its 1970 population represents a 2.78 percent de-

crease from the 1960 census count of 616,592. Population projections pre-

pared by the Texas Water Development Board forecast an increase in the sys-

tem's population, however. As shown by Table VIII, a continued population

growth of approximately 60,000 persons is anticipated during each decade.

As a result of this comparatively modest increase, the system's share of

the total state population is expected to uecrease by 1.04 percent by the

end of the century.

In racial composition, the system ranks fifth in percentage of Negro

residents (6.31 percent) and fourth in percentage of population of Spanish

surname or language (18.15 per..:ent). Analysis of Table V and VI show the

age composition and educational level of the system's population to vary

only marginally from the :;tate as a whole.

Although the incidence of poverty (19.48 percent) ranks sixth among

systems, the system's minority populations are strongly impacted. A total of

17,388 (45.95 percent).of the system's Negro residents and 49,445 (45.38

percent) of its Spanish speaking or surnamed population live at or belaw the

poverty level, the fourth-highest incidence among these groups.

Library Resources

Twenty-nine of the state's 368 public libraries are located within

the system's boundaries as are 14 special and 9 academic libraries, which

ranks the system sixth, seventh, and eighth respectively. Only two of the

ten systems (the Texas Panhandle and Trans Pecos systems) have fewer

libraries. Six public libraries are not system members, but serve only

25,703 people, the smallest percentage of population served by non-member

libraries among systems (4.45 percent).

The Lubbock System ties Abilene for the largest number of counties

without service with five in each system. The 4,849 residents of these un-

served counties (Borden, Glasscock, King, Loving, and Motley) comprise .81

percent of the system's population, which ranks sixth.
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System Characteristics

Since 1971, membership in the Lubbock System has increased through
the addition of one Area (Size II) Library and seven Community (Size III)
Libraries to its 1975 membership of 23 libraries. In 1974, member libraries
served 91.28 percent of the system's population, the second-highest percent-
age reported. The number of full-time equivalent libTary staff positions
employed by system libraries in 1974 (151.73) ranked seventh, but represented
an increase of more than 30 percent from the system's 1971 total of 115.92
positions.

Book sock of the system increased at the third-h:..test rate from
the 1971 combined holdings of member libraries of 606,301 to its
1974 collection of 849,482 volumes. With 1974 holdings equal I.(' ..i4 volumes
per capita served, the system ranked fourth behind its neighbors ," Abilene
and Texas Panhandle systems, and the Nr,' '-ast Texas System. 1)...;.;-%,. tbe
period 1971-1974, member libraries spen: . '.66 percent of thei7,7 c

total income for acquisition of books, a lewl of expenditure c.-:.ce::Ae6
by the San Antonio and Corpus Christi syste,

Total circulation increased at a rooderE: rate through Erie years
1971-1976., with 2,037,554 items circulated ilk 1974. The system's 1974
lation was at the rate of 3.69 items per cara served, the third-highest
figure among systems. Table XVII shows that the increase in book circula-
tion (10.06 percent) during this four-year periori raaked sixth, and that
the increase IL non-book circulation (44.14 percent) ranked seventh.

Finance

In contrast to all other systems, county government support cf the
Lubbock System's libraries repn!sents the major share of total income.
Over 69 percent of the combinee 1974 total income of t± system's member
libraries came from county governments, with city go,Yernment support account-
ing for an additional 27.46 percat of the total. The proportion of total
income derived from city and couiaty sources has ri;mained virtually constant
since 1971.

As the figur1 above suggest, the system's memberthip includes
the largest number of ,ounty libraries. Table XXI indicaLnc. that in 1974,
69.6 percent of memba- libraries (16) were dependent wholly on count7
government funding, 4 ,..ar the 1,..rgest percentage and number of the ten
systems. Only one of the system's libraries received only city government
support, with the remaining six libraries .....Aceiving both city and county
support.

The system's 1974 per-capita-served tax support ($2.65) and per-
capita-served income ($2.72) ranked sixth. Tax support, however, increased
at the third-highest rate among systems (38.74 percent) from the 1971 figure
of $1.91 per capita.
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San Antonio Major Resource System

Dewographic Characteristics.

The San Antonio System ranks fourth in pop.lation with 1,100,965

residents, and also ranks fourth in land area with its boundaries enclosing

27,500 square miles. Of the ten syrtems, only the Trans Pecos System is

comprised of fewer counties than San Antonio's total of 21. The vast majority

,of the system's counties are sparsely populated, with more than 85 percent

(18) having less than 25,000 persons. One of the four systems containing

a county with a population of more than 500,000, the 830,460 residents of

Bexar County represent more than 75 percent of the system's total population.

Twelve of the 21 counties have urban populations of 50 percent or more,

and the 86.94 percent of the system's population living in urban areas ranks

fourth among systems.

The system's 1970 population refle7ts an increase of 17.11 percent

from its 1960 population of 540,141. Table VIII, based on projections of

population prepared by the Texas Water Development Board, forecasts continued

growth but also a decline in the system's share of the total state population.

With 63,519 Negro residents (5.77 percent of the system's popula-

tion), the system ranks sixth in percentage of Negro residents, and ranks

third in percentage of Spanish-speaking or surnamed rrsidents (45.44 percent).

The system's 500,333 residents of Spanish surnare or language, however, is

the second-highest system total, exceeded only by th, Corpus Christi System.

Table V shows the age composition of the system's population to vary little

from state totals, with a slightly higher perceLta;'-,! of persons below the

age of 18 and a slightly lower percentage c resid its ac-ed 18 and above.

Compared to the other systems, the educi.tional 1evc1 of the system's

population is low. San Antonio ranks second only to the Corpus Christi System

in the percentage of population
completing less 0-an nine years of sCioci.

(18.91 percent), ranks eIghth in percentage of higa school graduates (i2.06

percent), and ninth in both percentage complE tng a .e 'o three years of

college (5.18 percent) and four or more years of college (4.74 percent).

The system ranks third in incidence of poverty with 252,167 (22.90 percent)

of its residents living at or below the poverty level.

Library Resources

Located within the system's boundaries are 26 public, 38 speciaL,

and 13 academic libraries. The system ranks fifth in both number of special

and academic libraries; but has the second-smallest Lotal of public libraries.

Of the 26 public libraries, 18 hold system membership while 8 do not. The

non-member libraries serve a relatively small 5.77 percent of the syTtem'r.

population.

San Antonio, like the Texas Panhandle and Trans Pecos sy ;_ems, has

only one county receiving no library service. The 2,013 residents of

County comprise only .18 percent of the system's population, t'ie lowest per-

centage of population without library service of the ten systems.
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System Characteristics

.The system's current membership of two Area (Size II) Libraries
and 15 Community (Size III) Libraries represents an increase of five Com-
munity Libraries since 1971. Table XII indicates that member libraries have
served more than 90 percent of the system's residents since 1971, and the
1,032,175 persons served by system libraries in 1974 represents 93.75 per-
cent of the total population, the highest system total. The number of full-
time equivaltnt staff posi-Aons employed by member libraries increased by
approximately 17 percent between 1971 and 1974, from 176.35 to 206.38
positions.

Combined 1974 holdings of system libraries formed a book stock of
1,138,451 volumes, the fifth-largest system collection, but last in number
of volumes per capita served (1.10 volumes). Although the system's members
spent an average of 16.75 percent of their combined total income for acqui-
sitions from 1971 through 1974, the highest percentage expenditure for this
purpose among systems, book stock increased by the second-smallest percent-
age (23.13 percent), and the increase in volumes per capita served during
this four-year period (.17 volumes) was the smallest reported.

The system's 1974 total circulation of 3,039,434 items represents
a 3.52 percent increase over its 1971 total circulation of 2,936,017, the
smallest increase among systems. A total of 2.94 items per capita served
were circulated in 1974, the smallest system total.

Book circulation increased oiily 1.59 percent between 1971 and 1974,
with only Abilene reporting a smaller increase. Non-book circulation, however,
increased by more than 110 percent during this same period.

Finance

In 1974, 75 percent of the system's libraries (12) received city lnd
county funding, three received support only from city governments, and one
from only county government. As in th, majority of systems, city govern-
ments provided the largest share of the system's combined total income
(89.11 percent), with county contributions amounting to 8.31 percent of
total income. During the period 1971-1,74, the proportion of total income
coming from county government support increased by 1.28 percent, while the
proportion represented by city government support decreased 1.95 percent.

Per-capita-served-tax support and income of the San Antonio System
ranked last in 1971. Although Tables XXII and XXIII indicate that the 1974
figures reflect larger percentage increases than the majority of systems,
both tax support ($2.12) and income ($2.17) remain the lowest among. systems.
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VIII. THE SURVEY QflESTIONNAIRE:

DESIGN, METHODOLOGY, AND ANALYSIS

This section discusses the design of the survey instrument, the
methodology employed in the tabulation and analysis of the responses,
and the results of the survey. Aggregate response data is presented in
Appendix C. Individual tabulations of responses for each Major Resource
System have been prepared and a copy of the tabulation distributed to
member libraries for their system.

Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire was intended to secure the broadest possible
input from system libraries, a goal both consistent with and mandated,by
the scope and intent of the study. Approximately three weeks were devoted
to design and pre-testing of the questionnaire, which was divided into
five sections: Section I in which respondents were requested to rate
the importance and effectiveness of services currently received from their
Major Resource System and the State Library; Sections II and III which
were_designed to assess the importance to the respondents of potential
programs and activities; Section IV containing questions related to system
organization and operation; and Section V, designed to assess current and
future library staffing needs. Questionnaire items were selected from
appropriate documentation including annual system plans of service and
other State Library records, reports and publications on the organization
and operation of library systems in other states, and through discussions
with State Library personnel.

Sections I, II, and III includeci rating scales on which participants
were instructed to indicate their response3. Space was provided below
each item for comments. Sections TV and V ccatained forced-choice and
multiple-response items.

A draft of the questionnaire was pre-testa by selected personnel
representing the State Library and all thrett classifications of member
libraries, and by special consultants participating in the study, in mid-
October. The results of the pre-test and comments of those participating
in the review were incorporated into the questionnaire prior to production.
The final version of the questionnaire (Appendix B) was mailed October 29.

Processing Methodology

Responses were recorded by classification.of library for each
Major Resource System. The rating scales consisted of 17 point values,
with a value of I assigned the first vertical line, and each subsequent
point on the scales (both vertical and the horizontal spaces between the
vertical lines) was numbered consecutively and the responses tabulated
according to their location on the scale.
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For use in the report, the raw data was manipulated in two ways.

First, the scales were "collapsed" to five intervals: "Not important,"

"slightly important," "important," very important," and "extremely im-

portant," for the importance scale, and "not effective," " slightly effec-

tive," "effective," "very effective," and "extremely effective," for the

effectiveness scale. Second, the median response, that point on the

scale above which one-half of the responses were located and below which

one-half fell, is generally used throughout the report to indicate the

overall response. The median is the measure most commonly used to des-

cribe the overall rating of an item defined by the distribution of

responses on a scale, and is often used to define a "consensual response."

It provides a better measure of central tendency than the arithmetic mean,

which is affected more severely by extreme responses.

Analysis of Responses

The questionnaire was mailed to all 247 member libraries and to

all members of the Advisory Councils of the Major Resource Systems. The

response from the library community, which may in itself be significant,

was excellent for a survey of this type and considerably higher than

similar surveys conducted over the years by the State Library. A total

of 176'libraries participated, a response rate of over 71 percent. In

contrast, the response rate for Advisory Council memberu was low, with 23

of the 60 members responding end a majority responding from only three

Major Resource Centers. Advisory Council respunses are discussed in

Chapter VI.

Selected aggregate responses to the survey have been cited in

previous sections of this progress report. All responses must, realis-

tically, be considered as influenced by the present state of develop-

ment of library systems in Texas. A relatively new and still evolving

concept, librarians of the State cannot be expected to be equally know-

ledgeable of current or potential developments in system organization,

operations, or services. In an attempt to assess the expertise of the

respondents as related to the content covered by the questionnaire, a

self-rating question was included. Respondents were asked to rate their

overall knowledgeability of the concepts addressed by the questionnaire.

Five possible responses were provided ranging from "highly knowledgeable

of all areas" to "knowledgeable of a few areas." The majority of respon-

dents (53.98) rated themselves knowledgeable of most or 1-nowledgeable of

all areas, 42.62 percent rated themselves knowledgeable of some or know-

ledgeable of a few areas, and only 6 respondents felt highly knowledgeable

of all areas.

The results of the self-rating by respondents does not limit the

validity of the responses to the majority of questions, but should be

weighed in the conclusions drawn, particularly in questions dealing with

the more technical aspects of system operations.

Current Programs and Activities

Section I of the questionnaire was intended to serve a dual purpove.

In addition to giving system librarians an opportunity to rate the importance
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and effectiveness of programs and activities offered by their Major
Resource System and the State Lnrary, the section was designed to
determine which of the items listed were offered by the Major Resource
Systems. The responses to this section were less than conclusive. In
many cases, the directions for Section I were not followed carefully
resulting in the items being rated on'both sets of scales.. Many activ-
ities and programs which were indicated to be currently available were
proposed but not yet implemented programs for upcoming fiscal years;
others may have been services.provided member libraries but not actually
supported by system funds. The presentation of responses to Section I
was based on an analysis of available documentation as well as actual
response patterns. Generally, if an item was indicated by an MRC to be
currently available, the responses were so recorded. The ratings given
by member libraries to programs currently received from their respective
Major Resource Systems are included in the individual response-summaries.

Of the 36 items listed in Section I, nine were determined to be
applicable to a majority, if not all, of the Major Resource Systems.
Two of these, interlibrary loans, and interlibrary subject requests,
were rated quite highly by the majority of respondents. Consulting and
technical assistance programs were rated above important by all classi-
fications of libraries with the exception of one system in which the
programs were rated "not important" by the MRC and.only "slightly Im-

portant" by the Area Libraries. Judgments of the effectiveness of the
programs varied by system. Four of the ten systems rated consulting and
technical assistance programs "effective" or above, while Area Libraries
in five systems rated the programs as less than effective, a view shared
by Community Libraries in two systems. Staff development activities
(workshops, conferences, training sessions, etc.) were rated above im-
portant by all systems and above effective with the exception of a single
MAC.

System coordination and administration was viewed as "important" to
"extremely important" by the majority of respondents, but was generally
rated lower on the effectiveness scale. Area libraries in two systems
rated the systems' coordination and administration as less than effective.
Area Libraries were also the strongest critics of the effectiveness of
the development of the annual regional system plan of service, with Area
Libraries in four systems rating this activity as less than effective, a
rating also given evaluation of regional'system programs.

Compilation of statistical information by the State Library was
rated important or above in the majority of systems, but was rated generally
lower in terms of effectiveness. Assistance in local budget planning was
rated surprisingly low in both importance and effectiveress.

Potential Programs and Activities

As current and potential programs, acquisition of audio-visual
materials and equipment were rated "important" or above in thP :lrity
of systems although the median response from Community Libraltet i- two
systems was below important. Ratings of effectiveness in thot0 systems
with these programs varied by system. Distribution of book sel,etion

13!)

VIII -3



lists drew a mixed response. The majority of respondents rated this

activity above important, but Area Libraries and MRC's in several systems

were less enthusiastic.

Centralized purchasing and centralized processing of materials

were rated "important" or above by two systems, and less than impOrCant

by four. Centralized purchasing was rated "important" or above by two

other systems, but centralized processing was rated less than important

by respondents from these systems.

Reaction to delivery services for interlibrary loans was mixed.

Generally, the larger libraries (Area Libraries and MRC's) rated delivery

services as more important than the Community Libraries. The i..portance

of utilizing Area Libraries as referral centers in the interlibrary loan

program was generally rated "important" or above by Area and Community

Libraries. MRC's, however, rated this as less than important in nine

of the ten systems. The majority of respondents did feel, however, that

using interlibrary loan usage records in the determination of acquisition

policies was important.

Overall, items dealing with both intrasystem and intersystem

reciprocal borrowing programs were rated "important" or above, with MRC's

tending to rate such programs lower than their member libraries. Estab-

lishment of regional and statewide coordinated acquisition policies were

generally rated below "important" with MRC's typically rating these pro-

grams slightly higher than other classifications of libraries. System-

wide computerized cataloging drew support from several systems, and was

generally rated higher in importance than systemwide computerized circulation.

Designation of individual libraries as depositories of specialized subject

collections for interlibrary loan purposes also drew support from nine

'systems.

Provision of legal consulting services was viewed as desirable by

a number of respondents, while building consultant services was rated

"important" or above by the majority of systems. Specialized consulting

services in such areas as cataloging, children's services, and adult

services, was rated above important in virtually all Major Resource Systems,

and was rated more highly than legal or building consulting services.

A near consensual response was received on the issue of improved

methods of evaluating library services, with the median response from all

classifications of libraries (with the exception of Community Libraries

in two systems) falling at or above "important" on the scale. Development

of location tools and indexes drew a similarly favorable response.

Both adult education programs and programs aimed specifically at

disadvantaged fsroups were rated important, with some difference of opinion

among clessiiicatiozts of librazies in a few systems.

Utilization of Area Libraries' staff in the provision of consulting

and technical assistance programs was generally rated "important" or above,

as Was providing Community and Area Libraries with a,stronger voice in

regional and system affairs. In several systemathe.MRC rated both items

lower than other member libraries.
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With the exception of one MRC, respondents rated establishment of
exchange agreements with school, academic, and special libraries for
reciprocal borrowing of materials as "important" or above.

General Questions

Among responding libraries, 66 (41.77 percent) felt that the money
spent on system services'could better be used to provide library services
if it were distributed as direct (proportional share) grants to individual
libraries. There appears to be no correlation between this response and
the satisfaction or dissatisfaction expressed in the ratings of MRC per-
formance, however. The comments of respondents who favored a direct-
grant approach primarily addressed the desire to fulfill local needs and
priorities, which may be symptomatic of the exclusion of individual goals
from system plans and programs, or of a lack of awareness of the systems
concept as it relates to cooperative endeavors.

Statewide, the majority of respondents (65.23 percent) indicated
their preference for alternate forms of system governance, a preference
consistent with the responses from member libraries in six systems. In
four systems, however, the majority of respondents favored the present
organization of system staff located in a Major Resource Center respon-
sible to the MRC Director. The Major Resource Centers of three systems
also expressed a desire to be relieved of their current administrative
role as system coordinators.

By a narrow margin (78 to 75), system libraries favored the
availability of separate funds on a competitive grant-type basis for.in-
novative or pilot programs. Individually, five systems approved of this
type of program, four by rather substantial margins, four were opposed,
and one was evenly divided on the issue.

Question 14 (Appendix B, p. 14) was designed to ascertain the
views of system members with respect to selected characteristics of the
geographical area covered by their Major Resource System. Specifically,
respondents were requested to indicate whether they felt more or less of
the following characteristics: number of libraries; population; urban
population; or rural popui-Aion would enable their system to provide first-
class system servlces. The fact that the question was not clearly under-
stood by respondents was evidenced by their comments on the question.
Admittedly, unless the respondents read the question as implying that
changes in the characteristics listed could be affected by redefinition
of current district boundaries, confusion was inevitable, and the majority
of systems indicated a preference for "no change." Two systems, however,
were generally in favor of increasing the number of libraries and popula-
tion. Significantly, these were the Texas Panhandle and Trans Pecos
systems, which rank ninth and tenth in library resources, and tenth and
eightb in population respectively.

Two questions were asked on the subject of State certification of
system librarians. The first of these asked respondents if they favor
State certification of system librarians, resulting in an overall affirma-
tive response of 68.07 percent. Librarians of nine systems responded
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affirmatively by relatively large ma-.7gins, while one system (Fort Worth)

was evenly divided. A second question asked if State certification

should substitute in cases in which member libraries would be required

to employ a graduate of an ALA accredited school, as currently required

by the Library Systems Act rules and regulations for one full-time pro-

fessional librarian position in Major Resource Centers and Area Libraries.

Affirmative responses were received from nine systems. Statewide, 61.88

percent of those responding favored such a substitution.

Fee requirement for system membership was soundly rejedted by a

92.26 to 7.74 percent margin. Of those responding, only 1 Major Resource

Center, 5 Area Libraries, and 7 Community Libraries answered affirmatively.

Ninety respondents were opposed to system sponsorship of special

services could not be financed with regular system funds, while 63 were

in favor of such an arrangement. Responses from individual systems

indicate that six were opposed, although three by relatively small margins,

while two were in favor and two evenly divided on the issue. The response

was required to be made in the abstract, of course, as no specific program

was mentioned as a potential exarple of this dual financing scheme.

Designation of systems as district taxing authorities for the pur-

pose of raising funds for system services was favored by only 25 libraries,

and opposed by 124. All systems responded to the question negatively.

The majority of libraries, however, favored contractual arrangements

under the Interlocal Cooperation Act for revenue raising purposes with

54.69 percent so responding. Three systems opposed such contractual

arrangements, six viewed it as a viable alternative, and one was divided

on the question.

Some 58 percent of libraries responding to the question felt the

participation of Area Libraries in the provision of system services

should be increased. Area Libraries endorsed the possibility of an in-

crea...ed role by more than a three-to-one margin and were supported by six

Major Resource Centers and 48 Community Libraries. Eight systems favored

increasing the role of Area Libraries, while two (Lubbock and Fort Worth)

did not.

The prospect of subdividing the systems' gengraphical areas into

districts with an Area Library designated responsibility for the provision

of selected services to Community Libraries in each distrtct was approved

by 53.55 percent of the respondents. Four systems expressed opposition to

organization of this type, while six approved it in principle by margins

ranging from substantial to slight.

Member libraries were overwhelmingly opposed to increasing the

number of exf.sting library classifications established by the Library

Systems Act, with ovar 90 percent so indicating. Agein, the response to

this questica waG probably affected by the failure to provide respondents

with either additional explanation or specific examples.
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Conclusions

The survey results serve two purposes. First, they provide a
valuable source of input to the stuuy, particularly thf.se responses
reflecting member libraries' views of the current organization and gover-
nance of the system. And second, the tabulatiOn and distribution cf the
responses of libraires of each system provides both system coordinators and
librariang with an additional source of management and planning information,
with which to assess member libraries' views of current operations and
programs and their reactions to potential programs and future system
development.

The results point to an honest difference of opinion between Major
Resource Systems and among classifications of libraries constituting the
systems' membership. To the extent these differences are not adequately
addressed, to the mutual satisfaction of member libraries, in the planning
and decision-making process, serious organizational and administrative
problems will persist. To the extent such differences represent a lack
of awareness of the systems concept, these can be expected to diminish
over time but also point to the need for an accelerated effort to increase
the awareness of the potential benefits of truly cooperative system
services. A parochialism apparent in some responses and appended comments
would seem to support the latter point.

Much of the questionnaire, given the present stage of system
development in Texas, can only be described as attitudinal. However, in
cooperative endeavors the attitudes oi participants, whether based on
informed opinion or uninformed reactions, weigh heavily on success or
failure. The format of the questionnaire lends itself readily to re-
testing, and provides a useful device to assess the reaction of member
libraries to future system developments and operations.
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IX. SELECTED SALARY LEVELS AND STAFFING
PROJECTIONS OF SYSTEM LIBRARIES

Section V of the questionnaire (Appendix B, p. 13) was designed
to secure salary data for existing entry-level staff positions in system
libraries, and to assess probable and potential changes in staffing
levels. Respondents were asked to indicate the number of current and
vacant entry-level positions requiring the experience and training stated
at time of employment, and to record the minimum and maximum rates of pay
for positions corresponding to each of the following descriptions:

I. Graduation from high school and successful
completion of 30 semester hours in an accredited
college or university, or equivalent experience.

II. Graduation from an accredited college or
university with a major in library science.

III. Graduation from an accredited college or
university with a master's degree in library
science.

IV. Graduation from an.accredited college or
university with a maater's degree in library science
and two years successful library experience.

A total of 162 libraries responded to this section of the question-
naire. The salary data was then compiled by Major Resource System and
tabulated. Pay ranges for positions corresponding to each description
were then analyzed, and a minimum, median, and maximum annual amount cal-.
culated from the minimum and maximum rates of pay reported. The results
of this analysis are presented in Tables C, D, E, and F.

Salary Levels as a Factor in Recruitment

Compared to the most recent national data available on entry-level
positions (fifth-year graduates of ALA accredited schools), the pay ranges
reported for positions corresponding to description III (Table E) are
competitive at the average medians of $9,433 - $12,308. A survey of 1973
graduates conducted by Carlyle J. Frarey and Carol L. Learmont (Library
Journal, July, 1974) reported a median entry-level salary of $9,075 for
fifth-year graduates, and a median entry-level salary of $8,500 for the
Southwest (Texas and Oklahoma). Howe- r, the average median salary figures
shown in Table E are generally affect, by the larger libraries which
have a larger number of positions and typically pay higher salaries. The
median salaries of four of the Major Resource Systems (Abilene, Texas Pan-
handle, Corpus Christi, and San Antonio) are below the average figure,
and only one of the actual minimum rates reported (by the Major Resource
Center of the Trans Pecos System) was comparable to the median entry-rate
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reported nationally. The actual pay ranges reported by system libraries
for entry-level positions requiring, a master's degree in library science
range from $5,000 to $11,938 at the minimum or entry-rate to a maximum of
$5,000 to $15,996.

Nationally, graduates with previous library experience received
average beginning salaries of $10,371. Table F , which presents salary
data for staff positions in system libraries requiring bbth a fifth-year
degree and two years prior experience, shows the minimum rates of pay to
be generally below the national level. The actual minimum salaries
shown in Table F are below the national figure in all but one system,
and the median entry-rates for six of the ten systems are also less than
the $10,371 national average.

The national pay data cited is for graduates of ALA accredited
schools, who typically command slightly higher salaries particularly upon
initial employment. Salaries paid by.system libraries for comparable
positions may be influenced by the fact that 60 of the libraries reporting
salary data do not require graduation fron an ALA accredited school for
positions requiring a master's degree in library science.

Current and Proiected Staffing Levels

Pay as a factor in recruitment is affected by numerous variables,
perhaps the most important of which is the supply of and demand for qualified
personnel. In order to assess the latter, respondents were asked several
questions designed to assess current and projected staffing patterns of
system libraries.

The number of current and vacant positions corresponding to each
of the descriptions presented are shown below:

Current Vacant
Positions Positions

Description I 546.75 19

Description II 206.00 14

Description III 288.50 16

Description IV 176.50 al_
Total 1,217.75 60

Two other questions were asked to project future staff increases.
The first of these asked respondents to indicate haw many positions
corresponding to the descriptions presented they expect to be created in
their libraries in the next year. The responses to this question are pre-

sented below:

Description

Nubber of
Positions 33 12 12 5



A second question asking respondents how many positions of each
type they would recommend be created if local funds were available drew
the following response:

NuMber of
Positions

Description

II _1.11_ IV

104 64 73 24

Both the anticipated and recommended increases in number of staff positicns
were small, equivalent to 2.22 and 9.50 percent of the 1974 total of 2,71)0.72
full-time equivalent library staff positions employed by member libraries
respectively.
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TABLE C

PAY RANGE DATA: DESCRIPTION I

BY DISTRICT SYSTE1S1

Number of Number of

System/TIA Libraries Current

Opteg Namk pis trict Numbet hiat,tit lo4tions

Minimum !late,

sinks lam 1112!! 1.1 I 1.1.[

Amber of

Maximum Rate Vacant

Blasi alma. Islitiga

Abilene Major

Aesource System 01 8 36 $ 2 400 $5,320 $ 5,340 $ 2,400 $7,890 $ 8,280 0

Texas Panhandle

lArary System 02 7 22 3,432 6,292 6,864 4,472 8,580 8,760 1

Central Texas

rry !istem
03 19 52,5 3,120 5,054 9,377 3,848 6,327 9,480 0

Corpus Christi

Area library Systegi 04 15 31 4,248 5,054 8,406 4,992 7,866 12,000 0

Northeast Texas

Wrary SI/sem 05 29 58,25 3,540 5,760 9,252 4,095 7,892 13,020 3

Trans Pecos

Library Sv,tem 06 0
... a Noe odor oo oo gm

Fort Worth Major

Aesource Slot% 07 31 44 2,800 4,608. 5,808 2,800 5,628 7,384 0

Houston Area

Library System 08 23 242 2,400 5,564 '7,509 2,640 12,116 12,116 15

Lubbock Area

library Sygeg 09 18 25 4,160 p5,256 8,755 4,160 61276 8,755 0

San Antonio Major ,

gesource hstim 10 12 36 1,200 5,160 6,908 1,200 7,992 7,992

.........

0

.......... ....... .......... ......

Total 162 546,75 $ 3,033 $5,341
2
$ 7,580 $ 3,401 $7,839

2
$ 9,754 19

1
Pay data corresponds to entry-level positions requiring the iqlowing experience and training Warne of employment:

611 Graduation from high school and successful completion of 30 wtoter hours in an accredited college or university, or

' equivalent experience,

2
Average figures,

crl



TABLE D

PAY RANGE DATA: DESCRIpT10N II

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS'

Number of. Number of Number of

System/TLA Libraries Current Minimum Rate MaxPaum Rate Vacant

SvPtemLName District N409; Walk& hAitions &IR Alia MIME BIWA. AWE mien NitIons

Abilene,Major

Wource.SYstem 01 1 NA $ 5,544 $5,544 $ 5,544 $ 5,544 $5,544 $ 5,544 NA

Texas Panhandle

library_ System_ 02 1 1 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 0

Central Texas

library System 03 5 10 3,600 5,866 9,480 4,368 7,363 11,233 1

Corpus Christi
,

Asa Library $.yptem 04 5 6 5,900 9,327 9,426, 5,900 11,550 11,868 0

Northeast Texas

Library Svsem 05 8 37 4,500 9,996 90996 6160 14,064 14,064 7

Trans Pecos

0 ;ibrarY System 06 1 1 . 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 0

.

Fort Worth Major

lesource System 07 3 10 6,348 8,916 8,916 7,848 11,388 . 11,388 1

Houston Area

library System 08 12 98 5,699 8,450 14,129 6,000 13,026 14,129 5

Lubbock Area

S

an tonio Ma or

09 3 14 6,000 6 000 8,220 7,200 7,200 8,436 0

Resource System 10 2 29 5,760 7,248 7,248 5,760 9,720 9,720 0

Total 41 206 $ 5,985
2

$7,785
2

$ 8,946
2

$ 6,428
2

$9,636
2
$10,288

2

14

1

Pay data corresponds to entry-level positions requiring the following experience and training 'at time of employment:

Graduation from an accredited college or university with a major in library science.

2

Average figures,

q g;



TABLE

PAY RANGE DATA; DESCRIPTION III

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS'.

Number of Number of

System/TIA Librarles Current

System Name, pietrIst Number WU= bid=

Abilene Major

Resource SveteR

Texas Panhandle

Central Texas .

lary tote&
Corpus Christi

Area Liluarx Svettl

Northeast Texas

Library Vitae_

Trans Pecos

O, Library Ststem

Fort Worth Major

etLiglg_vjggL,..rS

Houston Area

AlbraYv S'Otem

Lubbock Area

Library System

San Antonio Major

Besource Svstem

01 2 4

02 2 9

03 5 47.5

04 .
6 13.

05 11 58

06 l 9

07 7 37

08 11 77

09 5 17 .

10 1 17

Total 51 288.5

Minim Itkte

Ilia Elia 4E1121

1144004
minim Ida mks

Number of

Vacant

Po4tions

$ 6,500 $6,500 $ 7,920 $ 6,500 $6,500 $10,380 1

7,200, 8,760 8,760 7,200 11,748 11,748 0

5,000 10,774 101.774 51000 12,779 12,779 1

7,300 9,000 11,142 9,300 12,000, 15,996 1

6,000 11,100 11,100 7,050 15,624 15,624 3

10,674 10,674 10,674 13,695 13,695 13,695 1

5,076 9,744 9,744 5,096 12,432 12,432 0

7,560 9,880 9,880 7,560 .14,092 14,092 8

7,500 9,506 11,938 7,500 12,979 14,040 1

8,388 8,388 8,388 11,232 11,232 11:232 0

$ 7,120 $9,433 $10,032 $ 8,013 $12,308 $13,202 16

1
Pay data corresponds to entry-level positions requiring the following experience and training at time of employment:

Graduation from an accredited college or university with a master's degree il library science.

2
Average figures,

gq



TABLE F

PAY RANGE DATA: DESCRI ION IV

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS

Number of Number of Number of

System/TLA Libraries Current Minima Rge Max Imum ilate Vacant

System Name District Number Rgortinx Positions minimum medigg maximum minimum pedian maximgm =gal

Abilene Major

Resource System

Texas Padhandle

Library Syntem

Central Texas

Library Swam

Corpus Christi

Area Library Svstem

Northeast Texas ,

Fibrary Symmi......

Trans,Pecos

1j.lbrarv System

Fort Worth Mnjor

Resource Syqtem

Houston Area

Library System

Lubbock Area

1.2111:111110---
San Antonio Major

Resource System

01 2 10 $ 8,640 $8,640 $10,000 $13,900 $14,340 $14,340

02 2 7 7,920 9,168 9,168 8,220 12,324 12,324

03 4 12.5 8,075 11,790 13,342 11,790 16,016 22,140

04 3 8 8,925 9,600 12,126 9,486 11,742 17,412

05 12 62 5,595 11,940 14,160 5,595 16,788 16,788

06 1 5 11,789 11,789 11,789 15,150 15,150 15,150

07 3 4 6,000 7,920 11,800 8,600 11,148 11,800

08 4 41 7,000 11,492 11,492 8,000 16,172 16,172

09 2 6 10,192 10,192 10,560. 10,560 16,162 16,162

10 4 21 7,800 9,720 10,000 7,800 25,728 25,728

Total 37 176.5 $ 8,194 $10,225 $11,444 $ 9,910 $15,557 $16,802

1

Pay data corresponds to entry-level positions requiring the following experience and training at time of emplquent:

Graduation from an accredited college or university with a master's degree in library science and two years successful

library experience.

2

Average figures.

0

0

0

2

5

0

0

4

0

0

11
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X. ANALYSIS OF ORGANIZATION, OPERATIONS, AND
GOVERNANCE OF THE STA2E LIBRARY SYSTEM

The purpose of this report, the first of four to be prepared
during the study, is to review existing institutional arrangements,
and the program elements which facilitate their analysis, identify
problems indicating need for modifications of governance in order to
insure continued development of cooperative library systems in Texas.
There are several central questions. Since adoption of the Library
System Act of 1969 has the potential of cooperative library programs
developed sattAactorily? What, if any, obstacles have been encoun-
tered? What circumstances restrain the normal realization of the pro-
gram's objectives? Can successes in:other states serve to.aid program
develovitent in Texas? How can experience to date be used to improve on
governance and operations in the future?

Favorable portents for library cooperation were evident prior to
and following passage of the 1969 Act. In the first place, the library
community was desirous, in most cases, of organized, state-coordinated,
cooperative efforts. Coodwill was extended by official bodies and
individuals at all levels. The original legislation, utilizing the
generally brief experience of other states, set the movement on course
in a logical fashion probably well designed for then existing circumstances
and known factors.

Nothing said hereafter is intended to detract from achievements
to date or the merits of many distinguished librarians, government officials,
and others who have contributed well in launching the cooperative en-
deavors for library development in Texas. The concept of library co-
operation on a new and greater scale, involving all levels of government,
has been generally applauded. The program is being actively implemented.
Librarians and the public appreciate its values. Legislative representatives,
local 9nd state, have given it the most critical of endorsements: funding.
Indeed, most of these same influential persons are or will be participat-
ing in this review of cooperative'Operations to date to determine what
further goals to adopt and the best means to achieve them.

Such a review requires a keen examination of the way in which
library-system activities are being carried out. The provisions of the
original law, created out of hope but without the benefit of well-tested
methods must be dissected and scrutinized in the light of subsequent
events. Where previously no experience with such library law existed
in Texas, now there are many who,have lived with and observed the course
of affairs. They are aware of the onset of problems which detract troll:
current performance and which, if they should further develop, could lead
to curtailment of support and decline of cooperative services. But hope
is contrary to this, and looks instead to a bright future for library
development in the.State under circumstances of full cooperation among
librarians and the groups they serve.
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Review Of Major Obstacles to Librarytooperation
Under the-Library Systems'Act

The following anal}Tis of problems and shortcomings is presented

in order that the iseues-viiiy be fully presented for constructive discussion

and discrminating decision. Thepresentation is intended to be direct,
balanced, impersonal, bUt frank and.clear, with the view that this will

lead to common-sense solutions to the indicated problems.

Conceptual and Planning Problems

The need for arriving at a common understanding among librarians

and continually adjusting to it as conditions change pervades system

operations. The following points deal with this factor.

The concepts of cooperative library systems,- despite
favorable inclinations in general, are not adequately
understood in all of their ramifications by the
library community.

.%

Cooperation among libraries, and especially between levels of

program responsibility is trammeled by inadequate information among

participants of the goals, procedures, methods, and programs. Every-

where the consultants went to meet with librarians, the comments re-
ceived disclosed this very basic trouble. Responses to the qilestion-

naire revealed this problem starkly, and the desire of the librarians

to remedy the situation. Too much has been taken for granted abOut

mutuality of aims. A multi-faceted effort is called for, with all
librarians participating and contributing, in addressing each major

aspect of this problem.

Adequate recognition has not been given to the complexities of

this cooperative movement, nne of the most significant of the century

in the field of library science, nor the corresponding effort made to:

reach a common and enthusiastic understanding of objectives and methods

upon which all cooperation depends for euccess.

Active involvement and participation is one of the best means

for gaining understanding. However, system members say that meaningful
participation is one of the principal elements which has been lacking.

The Major Resource Centers, in varying degrees,
have not achieved an ade uate consensus for or
understanding of cooperative programs in hair

district nor have they_always satisfied the
member libraries with their planning and manage-
ment.

Cooperation among scattered autonomous public libraries must be

essentially a grass-roots endeavor. If this were not so, centralized

management by state government would probably have emerged somewhere
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in the country, and it has not. It is clear that under the 1969 Act
the obligation for leadership in creating cooperative programs capable
of gaining wide acceptance and even enthusiasm among member libraries
was accepted by the MRC's. Although pleased in part, and in same
systems more than others, the member libraries have registered a sharp
disillusionment with this leadership, finding it in most cases lack-
luster and inadequate to the bright opportunities possible.

On the other hand, the position of MRCts must be understood.
Their willingness in the first place to undertake the responsibility of
system coordination merits the appreciation of all member libraries. It
represented an added task, major in proportions as the program expanded,
which competed for time and attention on already crowded calendars. New
and unusual administrative arrangements and procedures were required.
Precedents were lacking. Qualified staff was not always readily avail-
able. Obviously, in some cases, sacrificial and deeply interested effort
was dedicated to the task, often without the knowledge of the beneficiaries.
Some MRC's, when circumstances are taken into account, did many things
well. Others, unfortunately, did not.

However, under the circumstances that existed, what better
alternatives were there for initiating the cooperative program? Con-
sideration should be given to the possibility that certain organizational
arrangements, inherent in the law and its implementation, also played
a decisive role by complicating the implementation of the Systems Act
and dulling the leadership potential of even the best MRC. This study
is addressed to that point.

'The State Library has not done enough to establish
firmly an understanding of the goals of the 1969
Act, to provide guidelines for program selection,
and to take more direct action when faced with
serious system program deficiencies.

Recognition by the State Library of the limitations of the MRC's
in program planning came slowly. Too much was expected and adequate stepe
to rectify early inadequacies were not taken. After less than comprehensive
plans for the first full-funded year were received, insufficient ground-
work was laid for improving understanding of statewide goals through such
means as adoption of program standards and guidelines based on wide
participation of the library community in their formulation. The decision
of the State Library to accept virtually any system program plan presented
for FY76 was not in accord with its responsibilities.

However, the State Library was beset with difficult decisions
about the best administrative style to be employed. There is little
evidence of peramp "Y action by the State Library. On the other hand, con-
siderable effort wae made not to "second guess" the plans of the ten systems.,
Development of local planning and management capabilities was desired. Strong
centralized control at the state level was not wanted, nor was it implied
in the Systems Act. /n general, a give-and-take discussion of program
issues on their merits has characterized relationships, with considerable
patienci shown in the face of obvious shortcomings, some serious, among
the MRC's.
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In fact, however, the State Library has a legal responsibility
for providing guidance and then corrective action. Ultimately the
inadequacies of individual system managements, if tolerated too long, can
become rhe same for the State Library. However, problems of this nature
sometimes have the merit of disclosing need for fundamental changes in
the structure of relationships, as well as for mere operating adjustments.
We must rely on the observation and analysis of such problems to help
determine the direction and depth of corrective action to be taken.

The annual plans of service prepared by the MRC's
have not reflected adequately the views of member
libraries with respect to their Service priorities.

In most, but not all, systems, the member libraries feel ignored
with respect to truly effective participation in planning cooperative
activities. Because of previous experience, 1975 witnessed greater
attempts by MRC's to hear fram members. This was done primarily by
inviting the library directors to meetings where, all too often, they
felt that decisions had already been made. Neither did the Advisory
Councils, on the whole, suffice to represent the members' views to the

MRC.

System planning did not achieve the results of good program
planning techniques well applied. It was not based on measurement of
each library's needs or against a well-defined range of possible system
assistance. It did not secure the strength of unanimity for system pro-
grams, or serve each library for self-evaluation against system standards.

Too often the planning was for member libraries, not with them. System
services were conceived as Oven to, not shared with.

Each of the ten systems tended to plan in isolation, largely
ignorant of the other nine, as if Texas were ten states instead of one.
The normal benefits of exchange of planning information were lost on the
whole. Meetings of MRC directors to discuss planning and other system
matters have not been held for about a year, either on their own volition
(as done in some states), or through initiative of the State Library.
(A possible factor here could be that because of lack of adequate joint
planning and shared information within the systems Same directors might
not have been considered prepared to present accurately the point of
view or program wishes of the membership as a whole.)

Adeuatenuidelines have not been adopted by
the State Library; the authority of the rules and regula-
tions authorized by the 1969 Act has not been utilized
as a means for establishing the more fundamental service
requirements.

The rules and regulations adopted by the Commission under the
authority of the Library Systems Act have not been extended to system
planning and programing, but are primarily procedural or related to member-
ship eligibility. They are not adequately used as a means for establish-
ing program minimums.
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Neither have cpmpreheasive program guidelines been created in some
other fashion. The State Library's plan of service does not serve
adequately in their place. Evaluation of system plans and services is
made more difficult and seemingly arbitrary in the absence of such guide-
lines.

While the desire of the State Library to place wide discretion in
the hands of NRC's is understandable, the 1969 Act places certain obliga-
tions on the State Library for oversight of system performance which have
not been sufficiently defined in basic policy.

Common Interests of All Types ofleibraries

While limited separate cooperative arrangements have developed in
the nation in some instances by type of library, intertype cooperation also
is a valued concept by many librarians and a developing reality in some
places. Funding arrangements and separate basic sponsorship in the various
states have contributed to isolation by type of library. However, as the
system concept advances, librarians are seeking organizational arrange-
ments to counter this tendency and to facilitate cooperation in whatever
degree they feel is beneficial. Texas faces this same problem.

The Systems Act does not allow academic, special, and
school libraries to share in the services or in the
governance of cooperative systems thereunder.

It would be reasonable to expect the library community to endorse
legislation enabling all libraries to participate in the degree each
library desires in programs of common interest and benefit. This was the
original intent of the Plan of Library Developments of the Texas Library
Association which led to the adoption of the Library Systems Act. Inter-
views to date in the course of this study have not revealed any change in
this view.

Significant elements of cooperative programs among all types of
libraries would be organizational strength, improved planning for resource
development and utilization, more effective library services to patrons,
and enhanced opportunities for professional development.

As long as the Act places unnecessary restrictions on the ability
of libraries, regardless of type, to cooperate voluntarily to carry out
common-sense programs on behalf.of their patrons, the entire cooperative
movement for library development will be weakened. No sound basis for
existing restrictions has been heard.

The potential effect of interstate and national
library cooperation on Texas libraries is not adequately
recognized in the 1969 Act.

The National Commission on Libraries and Information Science has
printed out that cooperative systems in the various states are developing
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nwithout benefit of a common purpose and a common approach."
1

The

duplication of expenditures, facilities, and efforts.are noted, leading
"to costly, uneven and wasteful services."

The Commission calls for well-developed state programs. It sees
the State Library as "the natural focus for statewide planning and co-
ordination of cooperative librgiY and information services and for co-
ordinating statewide plans..."

The 1969 Act, extending as it does only to public libraries,
cannot be expected in its present form to help build the groundwork for
adequate participation of Texas in multistate and national programs.

The Texas State Lil,rary Communication Network is not
working closely enough with the other networks that
have been formed in the State to identify their mutual
interests, eliminate duplication, and maximize access
to resources on behalf of all Texans, or to prepare the
library institutions of the State to participate
logically in multistate and national networks as they
are developed.

Present members of the State Library System are supplementing formal
network arrangements under the inteilibrary loan program directed by the
State Library (Texas State Library Communication Network) by informal ones
with all types of libraries in their local communities, but are not being
supported by well developed, rational cooperative arrangements among the
numerous limited networks created among various libraries.

One of the problems is that no voluntary group has been organized
representing all interests, aad no official agency of the State has been
specifically designated.to develop a scheme for study, analysis, and
recommendation of network arrangements with the participation of all
libraries concerned. Probably no one contends that the existing status
is the best. It came about haphazardly for the most part. Special
interests already have been created which are jealous of prerogatives
and resistant to sensible review.

Meantime opportunities are lost, services are less than the best,
and resources remain under-utilized. The systems concept is not helped
under current circumstances, and service potential b3 library patrons is
limited by the lack of cooperation.

1Toward a National Program for Library and Information Services:

Goals for Action. National Commission on Libraries and Information Science,
Washington, D.C. 1975, p. ix.

2
Ibid, p. 62.
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Program Interests and Problems

Many potentially conflicting interests are involved in program
planning and resource allocation. These activities are closely related
to the governance structure, which should facilitate the process and
lead to sound conclusions.

Member libraries require more local funding because
of increased service to patrons resulting from
participation in cooperative services; systems
support of the local-funding process is needed.

Many member libraries are reporting more activity in their libraries
as a result of system programs, and much more can be expected in the future.
More interlibrary loans, more subject requests, more books by mail, more
film usage, etc. are calling for more hours from library staff. These hours
are financed from local funds.

In fact, virtually a31 system services require input of both
system and local resources. Local resources are and will be mostly "in
kind," but the cost of these in money is as real as if they were contrib-
uted in cash--all require more local budget allocations.

Local funding of libraries recently has been increasing above the
rate of inflation. This must continue if full benefit is tq be obtained
from cooperative endeavors. System publicity, counseling, and statistical
information related to local funding will need to take this into account
as ways of aiding member libraries.

Too large a proportion of system funds are being used
for programs traditionally and primarily the responsi-'
bility of individual libraries rather than truly co-
operative programs that could not be done as well, if
at all, except through the system approach.

The Library Systems Act of 1969 implies the union of libraries in
carrying out programs that could not be done as well in an isolated
fashion if at all. In pursuit of such an objective, libraries are given
wide discretion for expending system funde for materials, services,
personnel, and equipment. Using the funds primarily in the same manner as
previous grants-in-aid, however, would be contrary to the intent and
spirit of the Act. A "system" or "cooperative" element is required.

Some of the ten systems have made heavy use of system funds for
purchasing books, a typical previous grant-in-aid use. In FY76, for
example, one system proposes to spend 92.5 percent of its allocation for
materials. (This same system has been noted as one with few and inadequate
system programs.) Although twn systems have not yet made a decision with
respect to the use of a portion of their funds, the average for all systems
as of November 20, 1975, was a proposed 64.4 percent.
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As already pointed out, improved collections are greatly desired

by member libraries, but there is also recognition by Lome that such pur-

chases could go on indefinitely at a high rate while system development

itself languished. In fact, this appears to be just what has happened

to an important degree, in some Major Resource Systems more than others.

(However, in one system purchases of materials have been negligible.)

This situation raises the question of need for a close look at

the intent of the Systems Act with respect to program definition and jus-

tification. The fundamental goals of system operations have not been

adequately set forth under the 1969 Act. To have gained enactment of im-

portant legislation for library development and then risk its funding

through lack of understanding or willingness to ascertain and abide fully

by its intent would be unfortunate. Furthermore, federal support of the

former grants-in-aid appears to be diminishing. The National Commission

on Libraries and Information Science points out that, "Merely continuing

the past practice of giving small grants to the state for individual li-

braries or for uncoordinated system development will not do the job."

Involved is the question of balance among programs chosen to advance sup-

port of cooperative endeavors.

System Services do not Plequately provide for program
contributions from the smaller libraries, an essential

element of truly coopnrative endeavors.

Except for the ten designated libraries which have assumed re-

sponsibility for system management, all other libraries are currently

placed in a category of service recipients. Only in a limited manner in

a few of the systems are the other libraries, some even quite large, given

a constructive role to play. This situation is especially true since

removal of Size II libraries from lending responsibilities under the

interlibrary-loan program. With little or no service contribution to

make, the tendency to ignore these libraries also in policy-making would

be a natural result.

The ,iirtual non-contributory program status of about 96 percent

of all member libraries represents a distinct danger to continued vi-

ability and acceptance of the entire system philosophy. A cornerstone

of systems operations in at least certain systems of other states is said

to be input by every library. Every library should be able to consider

itself a full partner in the endeavor with responsibility for contribut-

ing to program performance in accordance with its capabilities. Programs

may be designed to make this practically and economically feasible. Ad-

vancing technology may be expected to aid such intent.

Special grants encouraging program innovation and experi-

mentation in one or more systems are not sufficiently

employed as a means for more rapid introduction and ac-

ceptance of new ideas and economy in their design and

development.
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Currently, because of the newness of systems operations in the
state, many programs are somewhat experimental to the persons carrying
them out. However, uncommon projects offering good prospects for better
library services but with unknowns in terms of methods and organization
could be considered for special grants. This technique has been employed
successfully elsewhere, and, indeed, is common and tried method for en-
'couraging advancement in many fields.

Funds appropriated for "formula" distribution to systems could be
employed for this purpose by decision of the system headquarters itself,
but federal funds or other appropriate state funds allocated by the State
Library, is most likely to generate the results desired. Ingenuity and
progressive spirit among systems could be rewarded in this way, to the
benefit of patrons.

As this study has progressed it has become increasingly evident
that total reliance on formula distribution of system funds has worked
against development in some systems in the sense that less need existed
for justifying programs. Some systems have apparently rested on the well-
founded assumption (to date, at least), that they would get their funds
anyway, and therefore would spend them as traditionally as desired, or
for truly supporting the cooperative concept, however they wished. Com-
petition for at least a part of the funds would have been and still would
be salutary, especially in the early years of system planning. If even
relatively small amounts of discretionary funds were used for enabling
the more progressive systems to move aggressively forward, the influence
on hardheaded, effective program planning could be excellent.

The larger libraries do not receive sufficiently wide
benefits from system services; they are thought of now
more as "givers" thun "receivers."

The largest 14 to 16 member libraries should be recognized for
certain program development through system activities. While currently
the ten which are designated MRC's have tended to receive substantial
benefits in collection enrichment, sometimes at the expense of other sys-
tem services, a balanced and long-range recognition of the special value
of their resources to the state is needed.

Contributing to an unsatisfactory condition for these libraries
under current arrangements is the lack of adequate attention to inter-
system cooperation. The creation of ten districts was not intended to
separate the large libraries, although this has resulted to a degree; a
tendency has been for each system to look inward in developing services.

The State Library has a responsibility for appraising the special
position of the largest libraries, calling on them for their assistance
and participation in so doing. Further, the State Library is the logical
organization to promote intersystem cooperation and work against system
isolation. The system boundaries were not created to raise barriers.
To talk to other large libraries most have to cross system lines.
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Among the larger libraries, the two largest constitute a major
resource for the entire state. If the governing bodies of these two li-
braries are willing for them to assume this special position under terms
not prejudicial to their own population, and the State Library so proposes,
the way would be open for a long-range plan offering improved service po-
tentials to all inhabitants. This would no doubt call for coordinated
planning between the two libraries in order to justify state interest and
support and to achieve a logical degree of cost effectiveness and resource
expansion. A determination of actual needs and benefits would be required--
not an easy process.

The public libraries are not being sufficiently utilized
for serving the blind and physically handicapped. The

service is excessively centralized in a division of the.
State Library.

A substantial majority of public library directors reilponding to
the study's inquiry favor decentralization of service to the blind and
physically handicapped. Experience elsewhere has indicated that many bene-
fits accrue to these library patrons when local libraries.are deeply in-
volved in identifying thosc in need of service (many more being located
through such efforts), and can offer limited materials, personalized
reader's advisory and reference services, and other appropriate services.
All libraries could be involved in some degree and the elements of a truly
cooperative effort could combine to bring achievement to a level far ex-
ceeding that of a highly centralized system.

The National Commission points out that attention should be di-
rected "toward the continued increase in the number of appropriate circu-
lation outlets, so that handicapped persons may be served more adequately
by their local libraries," and also to "the promotion of cooperation and
communication among participating libraries and agencies."

Consideration should be given to involving the systems in a com-
prehensive and determined effort to improve services to the blind and
physically handicapped. If this were determined to be feasible, not only
would these patrons be better served, but the systems concept greatly
strengthened.

The management and evaluation of individual library
programs and library-system programs is suffering from
lack of complete and well-organized information and
statistical systems.

Information on libraries in Texas is rudimentary. It falls far

short of needs. In many areas the lack of official support has required
individuals or isolated institutions partially to make up for the defi-

ciencies. Furthermore, much of the information that is received is not

manipulated to provide meaningful comparative information. The base may

change, and usually does, from year to year. More frequent than annual

statistics are exceptional. Rates and percentages, so important to rapid



and useful comparisons are not presented. Modern data-processing methods
are seldom used and even then only to a fraction of their potential.

The circumstances adversely affect policymaking and operations at
all levels from the Library and Historical Commission to the Community
Library. The accuracy and timeliness of decisions are prejudiced.

Planning by MRC's and the State Library for encouraging
local governments to provide library service to unserved
areas has not been sufficiently detailed per city and
county and not comprehensive in approach or in policy
development.

The unserved areas of each Major Resource Center have not been sub-
jected to individual study by the system staff in collaboration with local
authorities for the purpose of identifying the best local library organi-
zation. The characteristics of the area, public need, funding potential,
minimum collection size, program elements, and other relevant information
have not been determined for each unserved area in the state. Organiza-
tional procedures, public information, state establishment grants, and the
like have not been planned for the benefit of local authorities and sys-
tems authorities in working together to establish service.

A schedule of target dates for bringing about library service is
needed, together with a comprehensive plan of action endorsed and supported
by the State Library and carried out primarily by system personnel.

Organizational Relationships

Significant possibilities exist for improving the governance of
the cooperative systems. The following comments point out the major struc-
tural problems which have emerged to date. They merit study and resolution.

Changing responsibilities under the Library Systems Act calls
for more difficult policy decisions by the State Library and
Historical Commission.

Under the Library Systems Act of 1969 the importance and complexity
of the Library and Historical Commission in state affairs has greatly in-
creased. If nationwide plans for library development are adopted as planned,
further responsibilities will be assigned to the Commission.

The nature of the new duties differ in kind and dajree from many of
its traditional functions. The State Library is now plungad into a highly
charged atmosphere of problem solving, planning and adminiotration in con-
cert with hundreds of autonomous libraries. The interrelationships are
heightened in complexity and in interest to its participants because they
lead to decisions on the allocation of millions of dollars in a program
that is itself still not wholly defined in nature and governance.

The Commission's agenda will lengthen as it is called upon to
choose between conflicting opinions. Many items will come on appeal from



cooperative systems or from system libraries, unsatisfied with administra-

tive actiona at state or local levels. Others will be brought by State

Library staff because of their imPortant policy implications. In fact, if

the tempo of Commission activity does not increase, it could be a sign of

stagnation in the implementation of the Systems Act.

However, in order that the Commission may not be overwhelmed, its

basic policies should be as well developed as possible, leaving as little

doubt as possible of their intent. They may be reinforced by clearly dele-

gating certain decisions to the staff, requiring that the structural rela-

tionships of system agencies be carefully developed and maintained in

order to fegter cooperative action in planning and operations and reduce

exr4ssive conflict. Good staff work by State Library staff will become

more important in order to facilitate sound decisions by the Commimsion

garding complex problems.

The State Library is faced with the need to match its staff

resources for system support with the rate of cooperative

services.

The Division Of Librarl: Developmurt is the principal arm, Of the.

State Library for carrying out its responsibilities'under the Systems Act.

In this Division the publivlibrariel find understanding of and dedication

to their cooperative tndeavors.

Both staff and managerial methods, in response to a great need,

have been in continuous development, especially since full-funding was

initiated. It is difficult to judge the adequacy of current capabilities

due to the recent addition of needed staff. Periodic appraisals of ad-

ministrative capacity will be required to insure that program support by

this key organizational elexent is sufficient.

The State Librarian and Assistant State Librarian can easily sense

the change that has taken place in their positions as a result of the Sys-

tems Act. Prior to full-funding of the Act their concerns were'directed

more to internal concerns than now. Cooperative systems have made the

State Library a critical factor in the library community, and external af-

fairs now crowd in for more of the attention of top management. This situa-

tion has important implications for future staffing needs.

Greater utilization should be made of the Advisory Board in

the basic policy issues arising from the Library Systems Act.

The Advisory Board is comprised of experts in library science,

aware of current thinking, and accustomed to considering the status of this

field of human endeavor in its broadest aspects. The most basic and criti-

cal of the issues need to be brought to their attention, supported by ade-

quate staff work to facilitate their deliberations. Same of these issues

will be raised by this study, and others of continuing future interest may

be identified in order that the Board's long-range consideration of the

development of cooperative systems in the state will allow for continuity

and depth of analysis.
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Membership of the Advisory Board currently consists of two academic
librarians, a school librarian, and two public librarians. Although the co-
operative system currently consists of public libraries only, this may not
always be the case, and the membership of persons not currently on the staff
of a public library serves to bring objectivity to the Board's deliberations.
Nevertheless, the size of the Board and the range of interests represented
are related to the issues brought before it. Concern with and kncwledge of
public library systems is now a basic qualification.

The Board is not seen as a vehicle for conveying grass-roots
opinion to the State Librarian and the Commission. Instead, it is seen as a
body standing apart from:the passions of the moment, coolly appraising the
fundamental questions and eschewing lesser concerns. The day-to-day questions
have their separate channels..

Neverthcless, many member librarians have expressed an interest in
reaching the ear of the Board in some organized way, perhaps through commit-
tees. The neclasity or appropriateness of this, or the time available to the
Board members to engage in this process is questionable. However, the Board
in its deliberations, would not expect to rely only on the "official".view of
operations under the Systems Act. It must determine, according to the ques-
tions before it, how best to learn the opinions of others concerned, whenever
needed. (Other channels than the Board are available to bring librarians'
views to the Commission, the State Librarian, and the Director of the Divi-
sion of Library Development and his staff.)

The major problems of system establishment and operation to
date under the Library Systeals Act haVe emanated from the
headquarters of the systems, the Major Resource Centers.

The Library Systems Act incorporated important assumptions regarding
Major Resource Centers serving also as system headquarters. The MRC's became
the nerve center of what was intended as a "grass-roots" operation lightly
but firmly guided in major policy by the State Library. In practice the grass-
roots have often suffered for lack of headquarters' nourishment.

It is difficult to make general statements about the record of the
MRC's. Almost any aspect of operation will be found to have been done well
by some, poorly by others, considering the early stage of operations under
the Act. Nevertheless, the criticisms of performance to date have centered
upon the MRC's. Much discussion of their role is found elsewhere in this
report, and the views of the member libraries have been set forth.

On the whole, the prospects for ample system development as a part-
time concern of certain large public libraries appear dismal in most cases.
On the other hand, in some instances, due to personal interest of the director
of the MRC, the qualifications of system staff, the characteristics of the
libraries in the district, and similar factors, it is conceivable that well-
functioning systems could be created. This his occurred in other states under
similar circumstances, and often lasts at least as long as a particular di-
rector stays in office. The question of alternative governance is real, how-
ever, even in these cases. In others it appears urgent.
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The role of the Advisory Councils in current structure of
governance is awkward and ineffective in many respects,
and future responsibilities, if such councils are main-
tained, need clarification and strengthening.

The systems concept in its implementation needs thoughtful and effec-
tive assistance from local governing bodies. Non-librarian representatives,

responses to the questionnaire indicated, should constitute an important ele-

ment of the structure, but under current arrangements cannot function effec-

tively. They do not serve as an adequate communications link between MRC's
and member libraries, are ineffectual in the planning process, are often ig-

nored on policy questions, and do not adequately evaluate services rendered by

the respective system.

The means for strengthening'the function of lay representatives will
depend partly upon whatever other changes in the governance structure may be

decided.

The current systems are too disparate in characteristics and
some too weak in resources and number of libraries to develop
full and adequate services; they are too many in number.

Geography played too important a part in determining system boun-

larits Some systems are too small ever to approach the strength, resources,

and ptograms of c,ther system. Although some differences are inevitable, it
should be possillle for a Texan, regardless of the district in which he resides,

to obtain reasottably comparable system service. The librarians, in their pro-
fessional development, should be able to have similar opportunities regardless

of location.

Some other states confess to having created too many, and conse-

quently too weak, systems. While not as bad off as some states, examination of

current operations and future prospects indicates a great need for reducing the

current number of ten cooperative districts in Texas. This point needs con-

siderable analysis as the review of governance and operations proceeds.

The current governance structure is too rigid with respect to
designation of system headquarters, complicating the_position
of a Major Resource Center that might prefer to be free of the
administrative aspects of system operation, and of member li-
braries within a system, as well as the State Library when a

change in system headquarters is desired.

The inflexibility of governance arrangements in terms of system
headquarters can be a problem for some Major Resource Centers, for the libraries

with the system, and for the State Library. They are prejudicial to the future

development of the system's concept on Texas.

Structural form is essential and the rules of the game must be
developed in a cooperative manner by all who play in it, but when experience
indicates that a structure is counter-productive, it should be subjected to

orderly change.



Member libraries and local officials need to be able to hold their
system headquarters accountable for performance of assigned responsibilities.
On behalf of all citizens, acting for the state government, the State Library
must have the same obligation to require adequate performance.

Similarly, a large public library should not be made to feel unco-
operative if it prefers not to assume the managerial responsibilities of the
system of which ,it is a part. It should be possible to shift the responsi-
bility to an alternate, effective headquarters.

Current arrangements, although clarified by the recent ruling of
the Attorney General previously mentioned, are awkward. Furthermore, dis-
satisfaction is evident among many parties involved, at all levels of parti-
cipation, and this has been clearly expressed in responses to this study's
questionnaire and in personal interviews.

System membership requirements should be reviewed for
possible modification.

The value of minimum standards for system membership were generally
viewed by most librarians as providing important local guidance. , Nearly half
of the respondents to the study's questionnaire, however, suggested the need
for review.

Involved are judgments of the level of local support to be provided,
capabilities for system cooperation, and staff capabilities needed: It is
evident, however, that current library classifications have less meaning than
originally planned, and a review of eligibility requirements cannot escape
consideration of the appropriateness and utility of the current ones.

Several librarians during the course of the study expressed the need
for a scheme of qualitative measures to assist them in planning and in explain-
ing resource requirements locally. Development of such measures involves many
considerations and would call for study committees of librarians. A feasi-
bility study appears to be desirable, with follow-up as indicated.

The recent proposal to waive accreditation for participation in the
interlibrary-loan program runs counter to the concept of library classifica-
tions and accreditations and, indeed, against the systems concept itself.
The virtual separation of ILL from systems governance and its centralized
direction in the State Library weakens systems development, and the extension
of ILL to all libraries would add another heavy burden to system credibility.

Conclusions

The above comments have been intended to be forthright but con-
structive, pointed but sympathetic, critical but hopeful, even enthusiastic,
as means to focus attention on system problems, in preluOn to their solution
and to greater achievement in library development.

The study began with no knowledge of the special circumstances of
Texas library systems. Staff of the State Library were extraordinarily
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restrained, obviously anxious not to exert undue influence on the consultant.
But meetings with system librarians, and their open and constructive responses
to the questionnaires, laid bare the major problems and opened up early vistas

of their remedy. In time the personnel of the State Library also were drawn

into frank discussion and were helpful. Everywhere appreciation was expressed

that analysis of system operations was being made in timely fashion.

This phase of the study had as its purpose the identification and
analysis of the principal obstacles to systems operations which had emerged
since 1969, and especially in the past two years. The information in this:

report is intended to serve as the base for developing alternative proposals

for the governance and operation of the local cooperative systems with the

state support, with the expectation that they will bring improvements over

present methods.

The second phase of the study again will profit from the input of

librarians--public, academic, school, and special--and their reactions to the
problems presented and their ideas on alternative structures and methods will

be useful in developing the next phase: Alternative Models for 9rganisation
and Governance of the Texas State Library System. Their reaction to this

report will be valued.

An ultimate objective is to draft model legislation for changes
desired, to be thoroughly reviewed by the library community. Submission of

proposed legislation to the Legislature and Governor, and its support by

interested librarians, will be the final step.



Appendix A

STATISTICAL PROFILES OF THE TEN MAJOR RESOURCE SYSTEMS

(See Chapter VII for narrative summary)



TABLE I

STATISTICAL SUMMARY

SYSTEM BY YEARS1

.

1971 1972 1973 1974

Total system membership 165 200 219 229

Number of library staff
2

2,279.25 2,323.95 2,575.61 2,790.72

Population served 8,465,022 8,9860921 9,213,957 9,419,956
3

Percent of state population 75.60 80.26 82.29 84.13

Book stock (volumes) 10,010,560 11,387,524 12,435,018 13,390,2E3

Volumes per capita served 1.18 1.27 "..1 35 1.42

Circulation:

Books 29,862,910 32,051,886 32,117,892 33,053,750
Non-book 749,348 1,008,447 1,162,716 1,330,643

>
I

I"

Expenditure for books

Percent of total income

$ 3,169,198

15.08

$ 3,486,415

14.99

$ 4,026,856

15.44

$ 4,507,528

14,g8
Volumes added 1,063,009 1,220,090 1,151,578 1,218,336

Volumes withdrawn 349,532 437,913 405,434 367,413

Income from city and

county governments $20,165,114 $22,410,842 $25,156,921 $29,019,156

Total income $21,019,850 $23,254,245 $26,077,037 $30,301,448

Per capita served income $2.48 $2.59 $2.83 $3.22

Per capita served tax support $2.38 $2.49 $2.73 $3.08

I
Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1971-1974.

2

Full-time equivaleit positions.

State population based on 1970 census.

3



TABLE II

STATISTICAL SUMMARY

TEXAS PUBLIC LIBRARIES BY YEARS1

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969

Number of libraries reporting 348 350 354 352 364

Number of library staff
2

1,731.60 1,790.32 1,925.00 2,079.31 2,044.67

Population served 9,891,473 9,899,777 10,095,087 10,100,169 10,548,146

Book stock (volumes) 8,505,612 8,654,799 9,216,935 10,011,850 10,741,237

Volumes per capita served .86 .87 .91 .99 1.02

Circulation:

Books3 27,598,300 27,123,720 30,914,832 28,262,999 29,887,863

Non-book 460,294 595,752 608,702

Expenditure for books $1,822,100 $2,034,066 $2,405,220 $2,528,148 $2,767,336

Percent of total income 16.50 17.01 17.74 16.84 16.24

Income from city and

county governments $10,324,300 $11,267,261 $12,432,862 $14,033,504 $16,044,787

Total income $11,044,200 $11,957,425 $13,554,455 $15,014,747 $17,043,605

Per capita served income $1.12 $1.21 $1.34 $1.49 $1.62

Per capita served tax support $1.04 $1.14 $1.23 $1.39 $1.52

1
Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1965-1974.

2
Full-time equivalent positions.

3
Figures for 1965 and 1966 are for total circulation, books and non-books.



TABLE II

(continued)

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

Number of libraries reporting 374 388 380 376 369

Number of library staff
2

2,356.70 2,541.65 2,513.59 2,736.97 2,945.67

Population served 10,303,051 10,478,046 10,480,412 10,447,945 10,452,233

Book stock (volumes) 11,421,146 12,307,435 13,192,420 13,920,010 14,824,079

Volumes per capita served 1.11 1.17 1.26 1.33 1.41

Circulation:

Books3 31,445,786 32,763,518 33,620,092 32,967;442 ' 33;465,293

1.4
Non-book 739,365 880,744 1,079,397 1,221,332 1,386,744

Expenditure for books $3,178,615 $3,557,514 $3,819,562 $4,341,050 $4,770,281

Percent of total income 15.68 15.47 15.38 15.86 15.12

Income from city and

county governments $19,189,661 ,$21,795,036 $23,688,918 $26,206,931 $29,987,413

Total income $20,274,292 $22,996,161 $24,837,191 $27,376,911 $31,554,830

Per capita served income $1.97 $2.19 $2.37 $2.62 $3.01

Per capita served tax support $1.86 $2.05 $2.26 $2.51 $2.86

Pio
12ot,



TABLE III

CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICT SYSTEMS:

COUNTIES1

System Name

System

TLA

District

Number

Number

of

Counties

Counties by Population Groupings

Less

than

10 000

Percent

of

Total

10,000-

25 000

Percent

of

Total

25,001-

50 000

Percent

of

Total

50,001-

100 000

Percent

of

Total

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 32 22 68.75 7 21.88 1 3.13 2 6.25

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 25 16 64.00 6 24.00 1 4.00 2 8.00

Central Texas

Library System 03 30 10 33.33 13 43.33 3 10.00 1 3.33

Corpus Christi

Area Librart System 04 26 9 34.62 10 38.46 2 7.69 2 7.69

Northeast Texas

Library,System 05 33 6 18.18 11 33.33 10 30.30 5 15.15

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 9 6 66.67 2 .1 0 00.00 0 00.00

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 21 10 47.62 5 23.81 3 14.29 1 4.76

Houston Area

Library System 08 28 4 14.29 10 35.71 8 28.57 2 7.14

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 29 16 58.62 8 27.59 2 6.90 2 6.90

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 21 7 33.33 11 52.38 2 9.52 0 00.00

Total 254 107 42.13 83 32.68 32 12.60 17 6.69

1
Source: 1970 U.S. Census



System Name

100,001-

TABLE III

(continued)

Counties by Population Croupigis Number of

Percent Percent More Percent Counties with Percent

of 250,001- of than of 50% or More of

Total .500,000 Total 101.010 Total Urban Population Total

;

Abilene Major

Resource System 0 00.04 0 00.00 0 00.00

Texas Panhandle

Library System 0 00.00 0 00.00 0 00.00

Central Texas

Library System 2 6.67 1 3.33 0 00,00

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 3 11.54 0 00.00 0 10,00

Northeast Texas

Library System 0 00.00. 0 00.00 1 3.03

Trans Pecos

`." Library System 0 00.00 1 11,11 0 00.00

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 1 4.76 0 00.00 1 4.76

Houston'Area

Library System 3 10.71 0 00.00 1 3.57

Lubbock Area

Library System 1 00.00 0 00.00 0 00.00

San Antonio Major

Resource System 0 00.00 0 00.00 1 4.76

1MilOlo

Total 9 3,54 2 .79 1.57

2
Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statiatics, 1974.

Number of

Counties with Percent

no Library of

Service2 Total11.1.11I ENNIMPI1110=1

14 43.75 5 15.63

12 48.00 3 12.00

10 33.33 1 3.33

16 61.54 3. 11.54

16 48.48 '3 9.09

5 55.56 1 11,11

14 66.67 2 9.52

11 39.29 1 3,57

17 58.62 5 17.24

12 57.14 1 4.76

127 50.00 25 .9.84

0



TABLE IV

CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICT SYSTEMS:

POPULATION1

SystemITLA

District Number

Population Percent

Change

Population per

Square Mile

Urban

Population

Percent

Urban1960 1970

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 418,041 390,331 - 7.10 11.44 258,496 66.22

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 348,098 330,316 - 5.38 13.28 235,431 71,27

Central Texas

Library System 03 877,365 1,009,822 415.10 39.39 707,487 70.06

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 989,450 999,784 + 1.04 37.85 751,534 75.17

Northeast Texas

Library. System 05 1,870,749 2,327481 +24,40 97,14 1,845,814 79.32

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 365,884 411,475 +12.46 13.04 374,521 91.02

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 930,543 1,160,068 +24.67 67.67 985,543 84.96

Houston Area

Library System 08 2,222 823 2,866,881 +28.97 117.30 2,367,341 82.58

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 S16,592 599,889 - 2.78 21.81 449,362 74.91

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 940,141 1,100,965 +17.11 41.62 945,447 85.87

Total 9,579,686 11,196,712 +16.88 42.71 8,920,976 79.67

'
Source: 1970 U.S. Census. The total figures were calculated from county data, These differ slightly from

state totals reported in the census due to sampling variability and processing differences.
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TABLE IV

(continued)

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

Negro

Population

Percent of

Total

Population of

Spanish Surname

or Language

Percent of

Total

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 16,183 4.15 50,931 13.05

T*xts Panhandle
i

Library System 02 12,552 3,80 30,719 9.30

Central Texas

Library System 03 148,042 14.66 114,954 11.38

Corpus Christi

>
1

Area Library System 04 34,717 3.47 585,147 58.53

Northeast Texas
V

Library System 05 409,707 17.61 109,673 4.71

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 11,860 2.88 230,570 56.03

Fort Worth Major

Resource S stem 07 105,554 9.10 62,311 5.37

Houston Area

Library System 08 580,226 20,24 266,646 9.30

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 37,838 6.31 108,959 18.15

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 63,519 5.77 500,333 45.44

Total 1,420,198 12.68 2,060,243 18.40



TABLE V

CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICT SYSTEMS:

AGE OF POPUIATION1

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

1-5

Years

Percent of

Population

6-12

Years

Percent of

population

13-17

Years

Percent of

Population

Abllene Major

Reiource System 01 29,148 7.47 50,125 12.84 37,434 9.59

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 28,191 8.53 48,938 14.82 35,662 10.80

Central Texas

Library System 03 76,195 7.55 124,104 12.29 94,249 9.33

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 101,352 10.14 165,577 16.56 117,237 11.73

-Northeast Texas

Lijasylates 05 207,460 8.91 329,050 14.14 222,474 9.56

Trans Pecos

IgIELYstem 06 42,023 10,21 69,890 16.99 46,225 11.23

Fort Worth Major

psource System 07 98,965 8.53 160,121 13.80 110,360 9.51

Houston Area

Library System 08 264,762 9.24 431,743 15.06 292,908 10.22

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 55,203 9,20 92,557 15.43 65,195 10.87

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 104,248 9.47 170,883 15.52 117,872 10.71

Total 1,007,547 9.00 1,642,988 14,67 1,139,616 10.18

1
Source: Calculated from 1970 U.S. Census data. Age groups correspond to library users categories: 1-5,

Preschool; 6-12, Elementary School Age; 13-17, Young Adult; 18-64, Adult; 65 and over,Senior Citizens.
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TABLE V

(continued)

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

18-64

Years

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 211,328

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 182,690

Central Texas

Library System 03 583,625_

Corpus Christi

Arca Library System 04 511,636

Northeast Texas

Library System 05 1,298,043

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 219,630

Fort Worth Viajor

Resource System 07 662,476

Houston Area

Library System 08 1,615,562

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 332,717

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 591,238

Total 6,208,945

Percent of

Population

54.14

55.31

_51,19

51.17

55.78

53.38

57.11

56.35

55.46

53.70

55.45

65

Years

and

Over

Percent of

Population.,

56,713 14.53

29,768 9.01

118 277 11 71

82,270 8.23

227,680 9.78

24,486 5.95

107,229 3.74

208,746 7.28

42,790 7.13

95,128 8.64

993,087 8.87



TABLE VI

CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICT SYSTEMS:

YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED'

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

Less

Than 9

Percent of

Population 9 to 11

Percent of

Population

High

School

Percent of

Population

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 69,846 17.89 57,942 14.84 54,292 13.91

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 41,770 12.65 41,290 12.50 54,065 16.37

Central Tens

Library System 03 169,950 16.83 116,070 11.49 120,932 11.98

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 224,002 22.11 74,371 7.34 98,084 9.68

- Northeast-Texas

Library_System 05 331,553 14.25 304,661 13.09 333,956 14.35

Trans Pecos

> Library System 06 67,007 16.28 27,634 6.72 51,090 12.42

1

Fort Worth Major
I.,

° Resource System 07 149,366 12.88 158,783 13.69 167,286 14.42

Houston Area

Library System 08 416,381 14.52 355,509 12.40 365,502 12.75

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 82,942 13.83 67,027 11.17 81,917 13.66

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 205,596 18.91 98,936 9.10 131,173 12.06

Total 1,758,413 15.70 1,302,223 11.63 1,458,297 13.02

--

1
Source: Office of Information Services, Office of the Governor, ELigestt_ISugmipmEgl_iicCharacteristics

from Census Data--Fourth Count, 1972.
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TAkE VI

(continued)

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

1 to 3

Years of

College

Percent of

Population

4 or More

Years of

College,

Percent of

poiulation

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 24,507 6.28 18,691 4.79

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 23,563 7.13 18,050 5.46

Central Texas

Library System 03 56,321 5.58 61,136 6.05

Corpus Christi

04 42,911 4.24 37,922 3.74.AleigIELYILm
Northeast Texas

1)111a,k,P,A-1 05 154,888 6.66 143,979 6.19

Trans Pecoo

Library System 06 21,389 5.20 20,699 5.03

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 76,277 6.58 66,503 5.73

Houston Area

Library System 08 173,516 6.05 180,939 6.31

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 37,073 6.18 33,023 5.50

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 56,328 5.18 51,534 4.74

Total 6(4,773 5.96 632,476 5.65



TABLE VII

CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICT SYSTEMS:

POVERTY'

System Name

System

TLA

District

Number

Incidence

of Poverty

Percent of

Population,

Rank

Order

Population in Households

With Incomes Under

75% of Poverty Level

Population in Households

With Incomes Under

125% of Poverty Level

Number Percent Number Percent

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 84,311 21,60 5 54,476 13.96 115,928 29.70

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 48,226 14.60 9 30,058 9.10 69,036 20.90

Central Texas

Library System 03 233,542 23.13 2 154,332 15.28 310,789 30,78

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 359,068 35,91 1 256,777 25.68 452,966 45,31

Northeast Texas

Library_System 05 350,238 15.05 7 229,660 9.87 479,534 20.61

>
1 Trans Pecos

Zigsmisteni_j_ 06 91,373 22.21 4 57,833 14.06 129,298 31.42

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 142,312 12.27 10 94,075 8.11 200,136 17.25

Houston Area

Library System 08 425,083 14.83 8 290,851 10.15 582,216 20.31

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 116,880 19.48 6 75,041 12.57 159,045 26.51

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 252,167 22.90 3 174,377 15.84 341,911 31.06

Total 2,103,200 18.78 1,417,480 12.66 2,840,859 25.37

1
Source: Office of Equal Opportunity, Texas Department of Community Affairs, Poverty in Texas, 1973. Data presented

is based on 1970 U.S. Census.



TABLE VII

(continued)

System Name

System

TLA

District

Number

Incidence of Poverty Among

2

Negro Population

Population of Spanish

Surname or Language

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 52,686 13.50 7,866 2.02 23,759 6.09
Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 31,287 9.47 4,695 1.42 12,472 3.78
Central Texas

Library System 03 58,092 5.75 74,670 7.39 56,772 5.62
Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 50,071 5.01 16,155 1.62 292,842 29.29
Northeast Texas

Li.iirmlatem 05 176,717 7.59 154,725 6.65 15,796 .68
Trans Pecos

Library Wm 06 18,829 4.58 3,137 .76 69,408 16.87
Port Worth Major

Resource System 07 95,436 8.23 34,984 3.02 14,892 1.28
Houston Area

Library System 08 169,121 5.90 205,115 7.15 50,847 1.77
Lubbock Area

Library System 09 50,047 8.34 17,388 2.90 49,445 8.24
San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 57,697 5.24 23,037 2.09 171,433 15.57

Total 759,983

_
6.79 541,772 4.84 757,666 6.77

ZWhite population does not include population of Spanish surnmne or language.
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TABLE VIII

POPULATION PROJECTIONS 1970-2000

IN TEN YEAR INTERVALS

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS1

1970 140

System/TLA Percent of Rank
2

Projected Percent of Change in Rank

Sista Name District Number Population Total Order Population Total Percent Order

Abilene Major

Ressurc eta 01 390,331 3.49 9 385,700 2.95 - .54 9

Texas NB ale

Library System 02 330,316 2.95 10 359,100 2.75 - .20 10

Central Texas

Library System 03 1,009,822 9.02 6 1,137,700 8.71 - .31 5

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 999,784 8.93 5 1,107,900 8.48 - .57 6

Northeast Texas

Library System 05 2,327,181 20.78 2 2,768,200 21.18 I. .40 2

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 411,475 3.67 8 496,400 3.80 .13 8

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 1,160,068 10.36 3 1,392,100 10.65 4. .29 3

Houston Area

Library System 08 2,866,881 25.60 1 3,516,400 26.91 41.31 1

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 599,889 5.36 7 652,800 5.00 - .36 7

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 1,100,965 9.83 4 1,252,700 9.59 - .12 4

Total 11,196,712
3

13,069,000

1
Source: Texas Water Development Board, Population Projections, December, 1972. Totals for Major Resource

Systems calculated from county projections.

2
Rank order of percent of total state population.

3
The total figure for 1970 population was calculated from county data presented in the 1970 U.S. Census. The

total differs slightly.from state totals reported in the census due to sampling variability and processing differences.
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TABLE VIII

(continued)

System Name

1990 2000 Change in

Percent Rank

1970-2000 Order

Projected Percent of Change in Rank

Populatioa Total Percent Order

Projected Percent of Change in Rank

Population Total Percent Order

Abilene Major

Resource System 387,400 2.51 - .44 10 387,900 2.14 - .37 10 -1.35 9

Texas Panhandle

Library System 398,800 2.58 - .17 9 444,400 2,45 - .13 9 - .50 5

Central Texas

Library System 1,309,400 8.47 - .24 5 1,509,300 8.32 - .15 5 - .70 6

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 1,239,300 .8.02 - .46 6 1,372,800 7.57 - .45 6 -1.48 10

),Northeast Texas

Library System 3,325,900 21.53 + .35 2 3,960,500 21.83 + .30 2 +1.05 2

°Trans Pecos

Library System 603,100 3.90 + .10 8 723,400 3.99 + .09 8 + ,32 4

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 1,689,200 10.93 + .28 3 2,032,300 11.20 + .27 3 + .84 3

Houston Area

Library System 4,346,900 28.13 +1.22 1 5,315,500 29.29 +1,16 1 +3.69 1

Lubbock Area

Library System 718,300 4.65 - .35 7 784,600 4.32 - .33 7 -1.04 8

San Antonio Major

Resource System 1,432,300 9.27 - .32 4 1,615,400 8.90 - .37 4 - .81 7

15,450,600 18,146,100
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TABLE IX

CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICT SYSTEMS:

LIBRARIES

System Name

System/TLA Public Percent of Rank Special Percent of Rank Academic4 Percent of Rank

District Number Libraries Total2 Order Libraries Total Order Libraries Total Order

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 35 9.51 5 8 1.84 8 10 6.13

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 26 7.07 7 8 1.84 8 6 3.68

Central Texas

Library System 03 45 12.23 3 96 22.12 2 21 12.88 3

Corpus Christi

Area Librafzystem 04 38 10.33 4 18 4.15 6 12 7.36 6

Northeast Texas

Library System 05 62 16.85 1 64 14.75 3 42 25.77 1

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 12 3.26 8 8 1.84 8 3 1.84 10

Fort Worth Major
a+

Resource System 07 45 12.23 3 39 8.99 4 16 9.82 4

Houston Area

Library System 08 50 13.59 2 141 32.49 1 31 19.02 2

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 29 7.88 6 14 3.23 7 9 5.52 8

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 26 7.07 7 38 8.76 5 13 7.98 5 ,

Total 368 434 163

1
Source: Texas State Library, FY 1976 statistics.

2

Percent of libraries in preceding column.,

3

Source: Texas State Library, Texas Sp9cia1 Libraries Directory, 1975.

4
Source: Texas Almanac, 1974-1975. Data includes all post-secondary institutions.
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TABLE X

NUMBER OF MEMBER AND NON-MEKBER PUBLIC LIBRARIES

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS

FY 1976

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

Number of Public Libraries

Percent of

Non-Members

Rank

OrderTotal

Member Non4fember
2

Libraries
1

Libraries

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 35 14 21 60.00 1

Texas Panhandle

Library S/stem 02 26 16 10 38.46 4

Central Texas

Library_System 03 45 32 13 28.89 6

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 38 18 20 52.63 2

Northeast Texas

>
1

1-i

Library System 05 .62 46 16 25.81 8

Trans Pecos

.) Library System 06 12 7 5 41.67 3

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 45 36 9 20.00 10

Houston Area

Library System 08 5C 37 13 26.00 7

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 29 23 6 20.69 9

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 26 18 8 30,77 5

Total 368 247 121 32.88

1

Source: "Texas Library System, List of Members, FY 1976," Library Development Division, Texas State

Library.

2

Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, 1974. FY 1976 figure calculated from

change in system membership from 1974 totals.
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TABLE XI

SYSTEM MEMBERSHL

BY LIBRARY CLASSIFICATtON

System/TLA

System Name', District Number

1971 1972

:MaSize I Size II Size III Total Size I Size II Size III

Abilene Major /
Resource System: 01 1 2 7 10 1 2 9 12

Texas Panhandlit

Library System % 02 1 2 5 8 1 2 9 12

Central Texas

Library System 03 1 4 14 19 1 4 20 25

Corpus Christi
. .

Area Library Sysfem, 04 1 3 17 21 1 4- 18 23

>
1

Northeast Texas

Library System , v 05 1 15 15 31 1

,

16 19 36

PI
CO Tr4ns Pecos /1

larary System' 06 1 0 2 3 1 0 4 5

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 1 4 18 23 1 4 22 27

Houston Area

Library System 08 1 9 12 22 1 12 17 30

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 1 3 11 15 1 3 12 16

San Antonio Major

Resource,System 10 1 2 10 13 1 2 11 14

Total 10 44 111 165 10 49 141 200

1
Includes provisional members.
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TABLE XI

(ant,nued)

System 1973 1974 1975

Number Size I Size II Size III Total Size I Size Pze III Total Size I Size II Size III Total

01 1 2 11 14 1 2 11 14 1 2 11 14

02 1 2 13 16 1 1 14 16 1 1 14 16

03 1 4 21 26 1 5 25 31 1 5 26 32

04 1 4 20 25 1 5 11 17 1 6 11 18

05 1 16 19 36 1 16 24 41 1 19 26 46

la
(0 , 06 1 0 4 5 1 0 4 5 1 0 6 7

07 1 4 24 29 1 5 26 32 1 5 30 36

08 1 12 20 33 1 13 20 34 1 13 23, 37

09 1 4 16 21 1 4 18 23 1 4 18 23

10 1 2 10 13 1 2 13 16 1 2 15 18

Total 10 50 158 219 10 53 166 229 10 57 180 .247

13(0
/34 Ad



TABLE XII

POPULATION SERVED

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS1

System Name

System/TLA

District

Number

1971 1972 1973 1974

Number

Percent of

Region2 Number

Percent of

Region Number

Percent of

Region Number

Percent of

Region

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 260,913 66.84 272,628 69.85 290,935 74.54 282,075 72.27

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 217,936 65.98 255,064 77.22 286,318 86.68 284,607 86.16

Central Texas

Library System 03 706,164 69.93 740,347 73.31 742,770 73.55 761,581 75.42

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 584,507 57.69 614,131 60.61 636,146 62.78 667,836 65.91

Northeast Texas

Librarz System 05 1,787,063 76.79 1,859,310 79.90 1,872,081 80.44 1,932,580 83.04

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 332,588 80.83 373 047 90.66 352,123 85.58 352,123 85.58

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 832,029 71.72 876,275 75.54 903,555 77.89 938,619 80.91

Houston Area

Library System 08 2,293,949 80.02 2,528,983 88.21 2,574,907 89.82 2,616,605 91.27

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 458,719 76.4' 470,495 78.43 547,513 91.27 551,755 91.98

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 991,154 91.14 996,641 91.64 1,007,609 92.65 1,032,175 94.91

I 3'1

1
Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 19714974.

2

Source: Library Development Division, Texas State Library. District population caculated from 1970 census figures.
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TABLE XIII

*POPULATION SERVED BY

MEMBER AND NON-MEMBER LIBRARIES

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS 1

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

Served_population

Member Non-Member

Libraries Libraries

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 282,075 84,037

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 284,607 27,174

Central Tem
, .

Library System 03 761,581 49,465

>
1

Is)

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 667,836 291,905

Northeast Texasr

Library System 05 1,932,580 147,032

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 352,123 34,606

Fort Worth Major

Resource S stem 07 938,619 161,917

Houston Area

Library System 08 2,616,605 146,927

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 551,755 25,703

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 1,032,175 63,511

Total 9,419,956 1,032,277

Percent of

Population

Served by

Non-Member Rank

Libraries Order

22.95 2

8.72 5

6.10 7

30.41 I

7.07 6

8.95 4

14,71 3

5.32 9

4.45 10

5.80 8

9.88

1
Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, 1974. Population figures based

on 1970 U.S. Censo.



TABLE XIV

BOOK STOCK

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS1

System Name

System/TLA

District

Number

1971 1972 1973 1974 Percent

Increase Rank

1971-1974 Order
Number Number

Percent

Increase Number

Percent

Incrcase

Percent

Number Increase

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 .417,941 473,193 13.22 521,579 10.23 555,958 6.59 33.02 5

Tens Panhandle

Library System 02 362,674 448,039 23.54 511,430 14.15 543,948 6.36 49.98 1

Central Texas

Library System 03 820,621 951,656 15.97 1,036,661 8.93 1,162,643 12.15 41.68 2

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 765,192 857,358 12.04 929,669 8.43 996,822 7.22 30.27 8

1 Northeast Texas

11

Library System 05 2,247,945 2,509,194 11.62 2,700,771 7.64 2,986,524 10.58 32.86 6

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 419,046 485,492 15.86 513,140 5.69 513,788 0.13 22.61 10

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 1,071,748 1,156,867 7.94 1,248,327 7,91 1,409,129 12.88 31.48 7

Houston Area

Library System 08 2,374,497 2,862,809 20.56 3,106,435 8.51 3,233,538 4.09 36,18 4

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 606,301 649,855 7.18 797,049 22.65 849,482 6.58 40.11 3

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 924,595 993,061 7.40 1,069,957 7.74 1,138,451 6.40 23.13 9

1
Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1971-1974.
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TABLE XV

VOLUMES PER CAPITA SERVED

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS1

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

1971 1972

Number Number

Percent

Increase Number

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 1.60 1.74 8.75 1.79

Texas Panhandle
t

Library System 02 1.66 1.76 6:02 1.78

Central Texas

Library System 03 1,16 1.29 11.21 1.40

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 1.31 1.40 6.87 1.46

Northeast Texas

1 Library System 05 1.26 1.35 7.14 1.44
N
4) Trans Pecos

Library System 06 1.26 1.30 3.17 1.46

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 1.29 1.32 2.33 1.38

Houston Area

Libraly System 08 1.04 1.13 8.65 1,21

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 1.32 1.38 4.55 1.46

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 .93 1.00 7.53 1.06

Total 1.18 1.27 7.63 1.35

iWo

1973 1974

Percent Percent

Increase Number Increase

1

Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1971-1974.

2,87 1.97 10.06

1.14 1.91 7.30

8.53 1.53 9.27

4.29 1.49 2.05

6.67 1.55 7.64

12.31 1.46 0.00

4.55 1.50 8.70

7,08 1.24 2,48

5.80 1.54 5.48

6.00 1.10 3.77

6,30 1,42 5.19



TABLE XVI

EXPENDITURE FOR BOOKS

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS'

System Name

System

TLA

District

Number

1971 1972 1973 1974 Percent

of Total

Income Rank

1971-1974 OrderAmount

. Percent

of Total

Income

tucent

cf. Total

Amount Amount

Percent

of Total

Income

Percent

of Total

Amount Income

,Abilenelajor

_Income

Resource System 01 $ 66,285 13.09 $ 82,492 13.88 $ 93,274 13.98 $ 143,179 18.75 15.22 6

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 92,371 13.16 104,967 1Z.49 116,111 13.11 134,069 12.49 12.78 10

Central Texas

Library Systcm 03 303,988 15.44 342,728 14.48 115,046 14.86 529,542 16.43 15.38 4

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 152,242 15.35 168,771 15.35 222,817 16.51 252,246 15.63 15.75 2

Northeast Texas

pLibrary System 05 921,383 15.06 953,341 15,59 1.,047,305 15..55 1 149,402 14.98 15.28 5

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 106,545 15.34 117,960 14.27 131,093 13.99 131,880 14.84 14.57 8

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 304,057 13.91 370,753 16,00 380,008 13.84 425,030 13.21 14.16 9

Houston Area

Library System 08 775,092 14.56 880,460 11.96 1,097,214 16.33 1,162,482 14.35 14.80 7

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 136,890 14.99 15t1,?42 14.51 232,286 16.95 235,588 15.70 15.66 3

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 310,345 19.21 114,09 17.80 321,672 15.49 344,110 15.33 16.75 1

l

Source! Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1971-1974.
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System/TLA 1971

District

System Name Number Number

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 1,034,942

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 1,067,939

Central Texas

Library System 03 3,551,915

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 1,722,595

Northeast Texas

in Library System _05 6,588,255

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 1,049,392

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 2,945,900

Houston Area

Library System 08 7,897,036

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 1,818,267

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 2,936,017

ONE=11MMIII!IFIM

Total 30,612,258

1
Source:, Texas Stote Library, Texas Public Library Statistick, for 1971-1974.

TABLE XVII

TOTAL CIRCULATION

(BOOKS AND NON-BOOK MATERIALS)

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS1

1972 1973

Number

Percent

Change Number

Percent

Change

1,059,003 + 2.32 1,088,518 + 2.79

1,192,128 +11.63 1,204,172 + 1.01

3,892,247 + 9.58 3,940,028 + 1.23

1,916,128 411.23 1,906,594 - .50

6,876,999 + 4.38 6,804,149 - 1.07

1,052,668 + :31 1,110,844 + 5.53

2,990,211 + 1.50 3,139,433 + 4.99

9,150,726 +15.88 9,090,705 - .66

1,865,685 + 2,61 1,997,637 + 7.07

3,064,538 + 4.38 2,998,528 - 2.20

33,060,333 + 8.6 33,280,608 + .67

Ith

1974 Percent

Change Rank

1971-1974 OrderNumber

Percent

Change

1,033,426 - 5.33 - .15 10

1,207,210 + 25 +13.04 5

4,334,106 410.00 +22.02 2

2,135,255 411.99 +23.96 1

7,056,713 + 3.71 + 7.11 8

1,142,347 + 2.84 + 8.86

3,409,550 + 8.60 +15.74 3

8,988,798 - 1.13 +13.82 4

2,037,554 + 2.00 +12.06 6

3 039,434 + 1.36 + 3.52 9

34,384,393 + 3.32 +12.32



TABLE VIII

CIRCULATION OF BOOKS AND NON-BOOK MATERIALS

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS1

System Name

System

TLA

District

Number

1971 1972
1973

Books

Non-

Books Books

Percent2 Non-

Books

Percent3

Change Books

Percent

Change

Non-

Books

Percent

Change

Abilene Mejor

,Change

Resource System 01 983,571 51,371 1,015,094 + 3.20 43,909 - 1.17 1,041,285 +2.58 47,233 + 7.57

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 970,945 96,994 1,087,680 +12.02 104,448 + 7 69 1,096,821 + ,84 107,351 + 2,78

Central Texas

Library System 03 3,428,442 123;473 3,718,069 + 8.45 174,178 + 41.07 3,716,376 - .05 223,652 +28.40

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 1,687,011 35,584 1,879,432 +11.14 36,696 + 3.13 1,862,777 - .89 43,817 +19.41

Northeast Texas

ILibrary System 05 6,537,386 50,869 6,820,918 + 4.34 56,081 + 10.25 6,725,939 -1.41 78,210 +39.46

alms Pecos

Library System 06 1,032,758 16,634 1,030,773 - .19 21,895 + 31.63 1,086,699 +5,43 24,145 +10.28

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 2,862,961 82,939 2,893,865 + 1.08 96,346 + 16.16 3,059,322 +5.72 80,111 -20.27

Houston Area

Librart System 08 7,764,530 132,506 8,874,433 +14.29 276,293 +208.51 8,768,249 -1,21 322,456 +16.71

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 1 711,375 106,02 1,737,814 + 1.54 127,871 + 19.63 1,852,144 +6.58 145,493 +13.78

San Antonio Mejor

Resource System 10 2,883,931 52,086 2,993,808 + 3.81 70,730 f 35.79 2,908,280 -2,94 90,248 +27.60

'Source: Texas Utate Library, Texas Public Libro Statistics, for 1971-1974,

2
Percent change in book circulation from preceding year.

3
Percent change in non-book circulation from preceding year.



System Name

Abilene Major

Resource System

Texas'Panhandle

Library System

Central Texas

Librari System

Corpus Christi .

ti Area Library System

Northeast Texas

Library System

Trans Pecos

LibrarOystem

Fort Worth Major

Resource System

Houston Area

Library System

Lubbock Area

IltgaSe---111
San Antonio Major

Resource System

ILIL1

TABLE VIII

(continued)

System Percent Change

TLA 1974 in Book

District Percent Non- . Percent Circulation Rank

Number Books Change Books Chanv 1971-1974 Order

Percent Change

in Non-Book

Circulation Rank

1971-1974 Order

01 984,718 5.74 48,708 + 3412 + .12 10 - 5.47 10

02 1,106,718 + .90 100,492 - 6.83 +13.98 4 + 3.61 9

03 4,086,696 + 9,96 247,410 +10.62 +19.20 2 +100.38 4

04 2,070,141 +11.13 65,114 +48.60 +22.71 1 + 82.99 6

05 6,962,740 + 3.52 93,973 +20.15 + 6.51 8 + 84.74 5

06 1,100,127 + 1.24 42,220 +74.66 + 6.52 7 +153,82 2

07 3,314,464 + 8.34 95,086 +18.69 +15.77 3 + 14.65 8

08 8,614,863 - 1.78 373,935 +15.96 +10.95 5 +182.20 1

09 1,883,483 + 1.69 154,071 + 5.90 +10.06 6 + 44.14 7

10 2,929.800 + .74 109,634 +21.48 + 1.59 9 +110.49 3
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TABLE XIX

CITY GOVERNMENT SUPPORT .

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS;

System Name

System/TLA

District

Number

1971
1972

Percent Percent of Change in

Change Total Income Percent
Number

Receiving

Total

Amount

Percent of

Total Income

Number

Receiving

Total

Amount

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 7 $ 266,223 52.56 9 $ 311,225 +16.90 52.37 - .19

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 6 539,373 76.84 9 623,668 +15.63 74.22 -2.62

Central Texas

Library System 03 18 1,876,274 95.30 24 2,242,018 +19.49 94,74 - .56

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 18 807,190 81.36 19 889,234 +10.16 80,86 - .50

Northeast Texas

.1,ibrary System 05 28 5,581,044 91,21 33 5,758,354 + 3.18 94,19 +2.98

N
'Trans Pecos

alibrary System 06 3 678,975 97,77 4 776,062 +14.30 93.85 -3.92

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 21 1,857,917 85.01 25 1,952,660 + 5.10 84.75 - .26

Houston Area

Library System 08 19 4,142,204 77,82 26 4,626,574 +11,69 73.38 -4.44

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 7 250,363 27.41 8 325,758 +30,11 31.46 +4.05

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 13 1,470,937 91.06 14 1,614,688 + 937 91.32 + .26

Total 140 $17,470,500 83.11 171 $19,120,241 4 9,44 82,22 - .89

'Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1971-1974.
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TABLE XIX

(continued)

System Name

1973 1974

Number

Receiving

Total

Amount

Percent

Percent of Total Change in

Change Income Percent

Number

Receivin&

Total

Amount

Percent

Percent of Total Change in

Change Income Percent

Abilene Major

Resource Systen 10 $ 289,847 - 7.38 43.44 -8.93 10 $ 325,887 +12.43 42.67 - .77

Texas Panhandle

Library Systm 13 636,401 + 2.04 71.86 -2.36 13 697,362 + 9.58 64.94 -6.92

Central Texas

Library System 25 2,453,370 + 9.43 94.68 .06 29 3,033,529 +23.65 94.11 - .57

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 20 996,679 +12.08 73.87 -6.99 12 1,196,951 +20.09 74.15 + .28

Northeast Texas

gbrary System 33 6,369,663 +10.62 94.58 + .39 38 7,233,496 +13.56 94.27 - .31

tTrans Pecos
-1541,N.

Library System 4 881,543 +13.59 94.09 + .24 4 826,605 - 6;65 93,03 -1.06

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 27 2,319,443 +18.78 84.46 - .29 30 2,705,430 +16.64 84.08 - ,38

Houston Area

Library'System 28 4,708,383 + 1.77 70.08 -3.30 27 5,955,521 +26.49 73.51 -3.43

Lubbock Area

Library System 7 395,390 +21.38 28.85 -2.61 7 412,103 + 4.23 27.46 -1.39

San Antonio Major

Resource System 13 1,875,769 +16.17 90.32 -1.00 15 2,000,077 + 6.63 89.11 -1.21

Total 180 $20,926,488 + 9.45 80.25 -1.97 185 $24,386,961 +16.54 80.48 + .23
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TABLE XX

COUNTY GOVERMENT SUPPORT

2Y DISTRIC. ASTEMS1

System Name

System/TLA

District

Number

1971

.Number

Beceivin&

Total

Amount

Percent of

Total Income

14....ber

RecAr:),

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 10 $ 211,q20 41,62 11

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 7 151,7kp 21,62 1:

Central Texas

Library System 03 7 54,416 2.76

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 19 137,464 . 36 D

Northeast Texas

Library System 05

06

13

1

180,046

13,200

2.94

1.90

15

3

grans Pecos
1

6library System

°Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 16 221,752 10.15 19

Houston Area

Library System 08 9 982,573 18.46 16

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 15 629,009 6E.86 14

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 11 113,587 7,03 11

Total 108

....=
02,694,614 12.82

wimmlimwrirmI.M

125

1972

Total Percent Percent of Change in

Amount Change, Total Income Percent

0 241,403 + 14.51 40.62 4.00

.L'4,297 + 28,04 23,12 +1,50

63,71 + 13.55 2.61 - .15

173,930 + 26,53 15.82 +1.96

219,62b I. 21.98 3.59 + .65

4,716 4.269,06 5.89 +3.99

233,556 + 5.3k 10.14 - .01

1,327,113 + 35.07 21.05 +2.59

677,505 + 7.71 65.42 -3.44

112,667 - .81 6.31 - .66

4% MI.WMIm
$3,290,601 + 22.12 14.15 +1.33

1
Source: Texas State L'onry, Telas.Publie Llbrary Statistics, for 1971-1974.
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TABLE XX

(continued)

System Name

1973 1974

Number

Receiving

Total

Amotint

Percent

Percent of Total Change in

Change Income Percent

Number

Receiving

Total

Amount

'Percent

Change

Percent

of Total Change in

Income Percent

Abilene Major

Resource System 14 $ 330,586 +36.94 49.54 +8.92 13 $ 352,879 + 6.74 46,20 -3.34

Texas Panhandle

Library System 15 225,118 +15.86 25.42 +2.30 15 330,437 +46.78 30.77 +5,35

Central Texas

Library System 8 72,488 +17.32 2.80 + .19 12 97,432 +34.41 3.02 + .22

Corpus Christi

Area Library,System, 21 307,327 +76.70 22.78 +6,96 13 333,767 + 8.60 20.68

>Northeast Texas

4Library Systel 16 240,366 + 9.44 3,57 - .02 20 281,899 +17.28 3.67 + .10

1..

Trans Pecos

Library System 3 52,124 + 7,00 5,56 - .33 3 50,630 - 2.95 5.70 - .14

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 20 259,614 +11.16 9.45 - .69 23 328,193 +26.42 10.20 + .75

Houston Area

Library System 20 1,648,747 +24,24 24.54 +3.49 20 1,622,791 - 1.60 20.03 -4.51

Lubbock Area

Library System 20 937,158 +38.32 68.39 +2.97 22 1,047,563 +11.78 69.81 +1.42

San Antonio Major

Resource System 11 156,905 +39.26 7.55 +1.18 13 186,604 +18.93 8.31 + .76

Total 148 $4,230,433 +28.56 16.22 +2,07 154 $4,632,195 + 9.50 15.29 - .93



TABLE XXI

NUMBER OF LIBRARIES RECEIVING CITY,

COUNTY, OR CITY AND COUNTY

GOVERNMENT SUPPORT,

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS

System Name

System

TLA

District

Number

1971 1972

City

Only,

Percent

of

Total

County

Only

Percent

of

Total

City

and

County

Percent

of

Total

City

101/

Percent

of

Total

County

Only

Percent

of

Total

City

and

County

Percent

of

Total

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 0 00.0 3 30.0 7 70.0 1 8.3 3 25.0 8 66.7

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 1 12.5 2 25.0 5 62.5 1 8.3 3 25.0 66.7

Coltral Texas

Lbrary System 03 12 63.2 1 5.3 6 31.6 16 64.0 1 4.0 8 32.0

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 3 14.3 4 19.0 14 66.7 7 30.4 4 17.4 12 52.2

Northeast Texas

Library System 05 18 58.1 3 9.7 10 32.3 21 58.3 3 8.3 12 33.3

(1;rans ftcos

Itibrary System 06 2 66.7 0 00.0 1 31', 2 40.0 1 20.00 2 40.0

Fort Worth Major

aesource System 07 7 30.4 2 8.7 14 60.9 8 29.6 2 7.4 17 63.0

Irouston Area

Libtary Syste, 08 13 59.1 3 13.6 6 27.3 14 46.7 4 13.3 12 40.0

lubbock Area

Library System 09 0 00.0 8 53.3 7 46.7 2 12.5 8 50.0 6 37.5

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 2 15.4 0 00.0 11 84.6 3 21.4 0 00.0 11 78.6

Total 58 35.2 26 15.8'. 81 49.01 75 37.5 29 14.5 96 48.0

1
Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1971-1974.



TABLE XXI

(continued)

L_LNariste

System 1973
1974

TLA

District City

Number Ny

Percent

of

Total

County

Percent

of

Total

City

rld

County

Percent

of

Total

City

Orly.

Percent

of

Total

County

Only

,Percent

of

Total

City

and

County

Percent

of

Total

Abilene Maja

.Only

Resource System 01 0 00.0 4 28.6 10 71.4 1 7.1 4 18.6 9 64.3
Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 1 6.3 3 18.8 12 75.0 1 6.3 3 18.8 12 75.0
Central Texas

Library System 03 18 69.2 1 3.8 7 26.9 19 61.3 1 3.2 11 35.5
Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 4 16.0 5 20.0 16 64.0 4 23.5 5 29.4 8 47.1
>Northeast Texas

&ibrary System 05 20 55.6 3 8.3 13 36.1 21 51.2 3 7.3 17 41.5
-Trans Pecos

Library System 06 2 40.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 2 40.0 1 20.0 2 40,0
Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 9 31.0 2 6.9 18 62.1 9 28.1 2 6.3 21 65,6
Houston Area

Library System 08 13 39.4 5 15.2 15 45.5 13 39.4 6 18.2 14 42.4
Lubbock Area

Library System 09 1 4.8 14 66.7 6 28.6 1 4.3 16 69.6 6 26,1
San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 3 663 1 4.8 10 47.6 3 18.8 1 6.3 12 75.0

Total 71 32.4 39 17.8 109 49.8 74 32.5 42 18.4 112 49,1



TABLE XXII

PER CAPITA SERVED-TAX-SUPPORT

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS1

System Name

System/TLA

District Number

1971 1972 1973 1974 Percent

Change

1971-1974

Rank

OrderAmount Amount

Percent

Chanse

Percent Percent

Amount Change Amount Change

Abilene Major

Resource_System 01 $1.82 $2.03 +11.54 $2.13 + 4.93 $2.41 +13.15 +32.42 5

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 3.17 3.21 + 1.26 3.01 - 6,64 3.61 +19.93 +13.88 10

Central Texas

Library System 03 2.73 3.11 +13.92 3.40 + 9.32 4.11 +20.88 +50.55 1

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 1.61 1.73 + 7.45 2.05 +18.50 2,29 +11.71 +42.24 2

Northeast Texas

Library System 05 3.22 3.22 0.00 3.53 + 9.0 3.89 +10.20 +20.81 8

Trans Pecos

Library System 06 2.08 2,21 + 6.25 2.65 +19.91 2.49 6.43 +19.71 9

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 2.49 2.49 0.00 2.85 +14.46 3.23 443.33 +29.72 7

Houston Area

Library_System 08 2.23 2.35 + 5.38 2.47 + 5.11 2.90 447.41 +30.04 6

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 1.91 2.13 +11.52 2.43 +14.08 2.65 + 9.05 +38.74 3

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 1.59 1,73 + 8.81 2.02 +16.76 2.12 + 4.95 +33.33 4

Total $2.38 $2,49 + 4.62 $2.73 + 9.64 $2.97 + 8.79 +24.79

1

Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1971-1974.

IS I /511.



System Name

System/TLA

District

Number

1971

TABLE XXIII

PER CAPITA SERVED INCOME

BY DISTRICT SYSTE1S1

1972 1973

Amount

Rank

Order

Percent2 Percent

Amount Change Amount Change

Abilene Major

Resource System 01 $1,94 8 $2,18 +12.37 $2.29 + 5.05

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 3.22 2 3.29 + 2.17 3.09 - 6.47

Central Texas

Library System 03 2.79 3 3.20 +14.70 3.49 + 9.06

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 1.70 9 1,79 + 5.29 2.12 +18.44

Northeast Texas w

Library System 05 3.42 1 3,29 - 3,95 3.60 + 9,42

Trans Pecos

w Library System
ut

06 2.09 6 2.22 + 6.22 2.66 +19.82

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 2.63 4 2.63 0.00 3,04 +15.59

Houston Area

Library System 08 2.32 5 2.49 + 7.33 2.61 + 4,82

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 1.99 7 2,20 +10.55 2.50 +13.64

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 1,62 10 1.77 + 9.26 2.06 +16.38

1

Public Library Statistics, forSource: Texas State Library, Texas

2

Percent change in per capita served income from preceding year.

1971-1974.

1974 Percent

Change

1971-1974

Rank

Amount Order

Percent

Change

$2.71 7 +18.34 +39,69

3.77 3 +22.01 +17,08

4.23 1 +21,20 +51.61

2.42 9 +14.15 +42.35

3,97 2 +10,28 +16.08

2.52 8 - 5.56 +20.57

3,43 4 +12.83 +30.42

3.10 5 +18,77 +33,62

2.72 6 + 8.80 +36.68

2.17 10 + 5.34 +33.95
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TABLE XXIV

NUMBER OF LIBRARY STAFF

(FULL-TIE EQUIVALENT)

BY DISTRICT SYSTEMS'

System Name

SystemITLA

District

Number

1971 1972 1973 1974 Percent

Change

1971-1974

Rank

OrderNumber Number

Percent

Change Number

Percent

Change Number

Percent

Chanp

Abilene Major

Resource S stem 01 75.34 78.87 + 4.69 81.53 + 3.37 82.76 + 1.51 + 9.85 10

Texas Panhandle

Library System 02 90.25 97.10 + 7.59 100.88 + 3.89 112.36 +11.38 +24.50 5

Central Texas

Library System 03 214.76 241.15 +12.29 259.32 + 7.53 285.54 +10.11 +32.96 2

Corpus Christi

Area Library System 04 120.82 131.45 + 8.80 145.50 +10.69 161.05 +10.69 +33.30 1

Northeast Texas

Library System 05 584.35 543.14 - 7.59 643.41 +18.46 679.50 + 5.61 +16.28 8

Lo Trans Pecos

Library System 06 94.10 90.90 - 3.52 94.70 + 4.18 104.40 +10.24 +10.95 9

Fort Worth Major

Resource System 07 212.36 228.46 + 7.58 249.31 + 9.13 270.00 + 8.30 +27.14 4

Houston Area

Library System 08 595.00 612.30 + 2.91 651.08 + 6.33 737.00 +13.20 +23.87 6

Lubbock Area

Library System 09 115.92 120.27 + 3.75 146.27 +21.62 151.73 + 3.73 +30.89 3

San Antonio Major

Resource System 10 176.35 180 31 4' 2.25 203.61 +12.92 206.38 + 1.36 +17.03 7

Total 2,279.25 2,323.95 + 1.96 2,575.61 +10.83 2,790.72 41.35 +22.44

1
Source: Texas State Library, Texas Public Library Statistics, for 1971-1974.
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TABLE XXV
SYSTEM STAFF1

System Name
System/TLA

District Number FY1975
2

FY1976
3

FY1976
4

Abilene Major
Resource System 01

02

03

6

3.5

.5a

5c

2.5

1

11

4

1

Texas Panhandle
Library System
Central Texas
Library System
Corpus Christi
Area Library System 04 3 3.5 N.A.
Northeast Texas
Library System 05 7 N.A. 8
Trans Pecos
Library System 06 6 3.3 N.A.
Fort Worth Major
Resource System 07 6 5 5
Houston Area
Library System 08 2

b
4 6

Lubbock Area
Library System 09 1 3 4
San Antonio Major
Resource System 10 15a 4

d
7
d

1
Source: Texas State Library, Library Development Division. Figures

include full-time equivalent professional and clerical positions.
2
This report excludes directors and assistant directors of Major Resource

Centers. The staffing figures are based on the original FY1976 budgets and plans
of service which were used as the basis of awarding LSCA-system demonstration
grants for system implementation in FY1975. In a few instances, the estimated
figures in the plans were modified from: (1) a questionnaire distributed to system
coordinators in December, 1974; or (2) quarterly evaluation reports.

3
Positions supported by state funds.

4
Positions supported by state and federal funds.

a
Staffing figures for Austin and San Antonio include persons on city payroll

where salaries were not derived from system funds. The system coordinators were
part-time interlibrary Loan Librarians and part-time coordinators.

b
The system coordinator and secretary were part-time system personnel and

part-time Model Cities project personnel. Houston also reimbur3ed 8 subject
specialists for consulting activities.

c
Positions funded with FY1975 LSCA grant for Books-By-Mail.

d
Estimated staffing levels.

I.S4
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Appendix B

QUESTIONNAIRE: TEXAS LIBRARY SYSTEM STUDY SURVEY

(mailed to all 247 system member libraries

and all 60 Advisory Council members)



DORMAN H. WINFREY
OIRECTOR ANO LIBRARIAN

TEXAS STATE LIBRARY
LORENZO DE ZAVALA STATE ARCHIVES AND LIBRARY BUILDING

BOX 12927 CAPITOL STATION

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711

October 29, 1975

Dear System Member:

TEXAS LIBRARY \ NO
HISTORICAL COMMISSION

As you know, the State Library has contracted with Public Administration
Service, a private, not-for-profit consulting firm to study the organization
and governance of the State Library System. The enclosed questionnaire
is an important part of this study, as it provides all system members an
opportunity to make their views of the system known. The results of this
survey will be incorporated into the contractor's report.

Five areas are covered by the questionnaire. In Section I, you are asked
to rate the importance and effectiveness of services you currently receive
from your Major Resource System and the State Library. Sections II and
III ask you to indicate the importance of services which could be offered
in the future. Section IV contains questions related to system organization
and operation, and Section V is designed to assess current and future library
manpower needs.

The questionnaire is extensive, but the time required to complete it should
be more than offset by the significance of the results. Because of the time
limitations on the study, your response must be received no later than
November 12, 1975.

Thank you for your cooperation and participation in this matter of mutual
concern.

DHW:mm
Encl.

Sincerely yours,

44Ztt-I'vt

Dorman H. Winfrey
Director and Librarian

156
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TEXAS LIBRARY SYSTEM STUDY SURVEY

Return to:

Public Administration Service
Room 202
Texas Archives and Library Building
Box 12927
Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 78711
(512/476-2117)

Name of Library

Location:
City
County
Major Resource System

Designation:
Size I (Major Resource Center)
Size II (Area Library)
Size III (Community Library)

Person completing questionnaire:
Advisory Council member
Librarian

SECTION I. CURRENT PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

INSTRUCTIONS:

The following list of programs and activities is based on the Major Resource Systems'
annual plans of service, and services provided by the State Library. All of the programs
and activities listed may not be applicable to the Major Resource System of whtch you are a
member.

Read each item carefully, and then indicate your response on the scales following each
item. Rate only those programs and activities being. provided. Illyour regional system or
available to you from the State Library.

ON THE FIRST SCALE: rate the-importance of the program or activity to the quality of
-Jibrary services provided the population served by your library.

ON THE SECOND SCALE: rate the effectiveness of the program or activity. Is the program
or activity doing what it was designed to do and how -.al?

The ratings should not necessarily correspond. A specific program or activity may be
"extremely important" to your library but "not effective." Conversely, a program rated "not
important" could conceivably be "extremely effective."

We are particularly interested in the reasons for your replies which you may write out
in the space fnllowing each statement. Feel free to attach additional sheets if necessary.
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Collection building or enrichment
of Major Resource Center holdings.
Comments:

1

Importance

U N.N NM.,

Effectiveness

te.e.t
1

1.= SM 111011. N, Mott.
1 1 1 I ILI

.41.1111
.. ttttt

INNart.

I

ItIV47.1

I

et.11 vett
SING t tve M.. M..

I

Collection building or enrichment
of Area Library holdings.
Comments:

1111
.Collection building or enrichment

of Community Library holdings.
Comments:

N..',
I I I...C." I

N,

I

11:1411...
VN,M.. ltts NINO,

L I I I

Development of Major Resource
Center reference collection.
Cowments:

1111
ten

I

Not twIlt
,

I

HAM v.,Utmt.LI1 1 1 1 1 I I

Development of Area Library
reference collections.
Comments:

eat

I I I

ft,
I I

SotN...

Nty MN.,W.. M.. M..LI! -I

Development of Community Library
reference collections.
Comments:

II
II left. if IIV ,

torNaut
Nat 411.4

ItItott 1.4 It1.0, r11:17:

L I II Il I I

Audio-visual materials acquisition.
Comments:

Audio-visual equipment acquisition.
Comments: I I I

NtottNI

I I II NI, tbII I _I I I

INS.t.I.e.. lo.Not
I I I I I I I I I

Distribution of book selection lists.
Comments:

111111111LJ1111111Van ./
1.6114 I, IIIII, watt Itst.at

/Nett, 41.1tr 121.11,1

Nat I., NVIM-

Centralized purchasing.
Comments:

1111111111_11111111M.,.Centralized processing.
Comments:

Nt
INar tut1111IIImt It

1..tarat

I 1111111_111111NoNntatit
ft...It I

'11=1:6
vtt &stn.,/t1.0. NINON NSINtt.

Regional book-leasing program.
Comments:

Ye11111110t,/arryt. 11111111111Rot.. ye 01.111
Moe.* Mon.Interlibrary subject requests.

Comments:
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Importance Effectiveness

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Union listing of serials.
Comments:

1.4.144

1

110.7
WWW

1 1

IPOW

UMW UMW
1 1

WM../
WWW

1 1 1

WW
1 1

loo,urt
811/0.17 %Iry

lanna.
_I

tan..7 Sn1,I1 MOM. 8110411
&Meow

I II
Union catalog development.
Comments:

Development of specialized
regional-holdings catalogs (e.g.
audio-visual).
Comments:

M007
layeen.

)

Ioramo

I I I

mt..17
11.

)

MOM

1

.1014
lontan

1

%IV
Isooau

I I

Ot
1.4.4* M...

I

Oto
Moo..

I IIInterlibrary loan of materials.
Comments:

I

141.01
losooK &m.o. OtOPeoe. oo.

I I IIO,Consulting and technical assis-
tance.

Comments:

I it
1.0.17 I) 10.0.00

.116.4Staff development activities
(workshops, conferences, train-
ing sessions, etc.).
Comments:

I

loom.
L

81007
loomo

I I II I

O.... two.11111Mom. IIAssistance in staff recruitment.
Comments:

1.4

I

Norco.

I I

1,n7
Moo.. o ln.110.7

I 1

anjan7
Oboe ow

I I

Collection analysis.
Commeuts:

Intersystem reciprocal borrowing.
Comments:

,-: OO,'

I I

wo

I I I

No
1.1.0110. tn.".

I I I

SIIOMMoo.l I

Books by mail.
Comments:

O.17loots.
I I

14,7

I

D.
ItMe

I I II6110.17

100
C".1*1

1.4
1.0.0.

.10.4
1111..O.Subject specialization Lla

member libfaries.
Comments:

Or...
I

MOM
loom+t

1 1

to
1 1 1 I

fl,,I,
towore Woe

1 I L 1 1

Systemwide public information
programs.
Comments:

I

MOMII Veo Womay
Mout.

I I

M0.4Mom.IIBookmobile programs.
Comments: II II
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wl rorD
U to a lo Oho Ws Mot Iwo

I

Motto UIrloo r11:71.:I) )

VD/7
U1o. Moo.

I

lilt_I_If

Mono tilectio
Novo. r
It 1 .40.

.1.40104 M:72Mot lo
I I I I I

Wery foramit
Of out. et fem.

I It I I

Van kana0*I7
Woo.* Memo Moo.

I I

.11:740. Mr172

....
1 1- 1 I 1 I

Nom.)
Memo toOw

oo
Motto tr12flit 11



27. Preparation and distribution of
publicity materials such as pam-
phlets, posters, exhibits, etc.
Comments:

Importance Effectiveness

MOt4

I I

MiOmb

28. Regional newsletters and pro- 17-17
fessional publications.
Comments:

29. Regional film collection loan
program.
Comments:

30. Establishment of library service
facilities in unserved areas.
Commentt:

31. System coordination and adminis-

tration.
Comments:

32. Assistance in local program
development and reportiug.
Comments:

M044

I I.""

wmpow4

1 1 1 1 1 1

wee.,
yea..

I I

...Most.

I 111111
MWir
SIN.m Mwalve

Meo..III=IL !IIIMots.

ra=
1 1 1

as.no.
Wwitive

r11=

MO.
11110.

I I I IT'IST II II II I I

4r- 11110. Weer

Moot. 1(81
I I I I I I I

1111.011,
fltli 11. "1

ftemoir
Ms .4.

I 7".1"717C1111111ril

ttttt .
impoOdet

33. Development of the annual regional
system plan of service.
Comments:

34. Evaluation of regional system
programs.
Comments:

35. Compilation of statistical infor-
mation by the State Library.
Comments:

36. Assistance in local budget
planning.
Comments:

I

' 1 60

MAO,

111.1.0, ft. astronsIr

I I I I I

twee.-

; 11111111I

11

1110.4 ilatteselr
416.1. al1.11.

-r-l-r -c-7 -1111111111 1

110.1.

611.1.1.
Immo.ft...1p Pee11( !Mr.*

I I II"...I7"""( I I 1 I I
I
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SECTION

toSTRUCTIONS:

You have just completed rating those programs and activities provided by your regional
system or available to you from the State Library.

Having followed the instructions for Section I carefully, there are probably several
items you did not rate because they are currently unavailable to your library.

Return to the list in Section I, and rate the importance to your library services of
those programs and activities currently unavailable to your library.

IMPORTANT: when you have finished rating the list in Section I, current programs gwg
2EtiyisSes should be rated on both scales----progroms and activities not available should
b? rated only on the importance scale.

SECTION III. POTENTIAL PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

INSTRUCTIONS:

The following list of programs and activities is based on those currently offered by
other states. As such, they represent alternatives to the Texas Library System for future
system services. The purpose of this section of the questionnaire is to obtain your reaction
to these potential system developments.

Read each item carefully and then rate the importance of each program or activity to your
library services by indicating your response on the scale provided.

1. Provision of hock delivery and pick-up services for
interlibrary loans through the use of regularly
scheduled vans or bookmobiles.
Comments:

PLa M0.411 toporia.

Man,

2. Intrasystem borrowing or rotation of film collections. L_ L T 1_111
Comments:.

14

3. Intrasystem borrowing of audio-visual materials other
than films.
Comments:

.of al ...... Vrt
too ere I. INF% mot 1...

I _I_ LI

4. Basing acquisition policies on interlibrary loan usage 711111111
records.
Comments:

sof ta, Ulf nely,....... ...F...... ....taw I.Polowa 1.
5. Intrasystem reciprocal borrowing. 111111[11

Comments:

Asko. ir On,

6. Utilizing Area Libraries as referral centers in the . 111111111
interlibrary loan program.
CS210==.6.:
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7. Utilizing Area Library staff as resource persons in the
provision of consulting and technical assistance programs.

_POCIMCMLE:

Ikot 111.#411 iremlf
loomor Woo.. 1.1.1 mad

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Mtl st=
8. Designating individual libraries as depositories of spLcial-LIIIIIILJ

ized subject collections for interlibrary loan purposes.
Comments:

9. Establishment of regional coordinated acquisition policies.
Comments:

16o 11400, no, Nommlf
IsrmOu lOmomo Moog. Soo.

L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

.4

10. Establishment of statewide coordinated acquisition policies. I"- 1 LT
Comments:

11. Standardization of salary scales for system personnel
(system coordinators and staff).
Comments:

12. Providing Area and Community Libraries with'a stronger
voice in regional and system affairs.
Comments:

13. Provision of legal consulting services.
Comments.:

14. Provision of building consulting services.
Comments:

15. Library produced television programs.
Comments:

16. Systemwide computerized circulation.
Comments:

17. Systemwide computerized cataloging.
Comments:

18. Provision of printing services.
Comments:

19. Partial temporary financial support of now professional
positions.
comments:

13"6

no16.11 111. bowel,
lapous. 181.$861 Woo* ton h000sed

1 1 1 1 1 117 1 1

PSS OMP
lowo OPOI loro.NO

1 1 1 1i7"..1 1 1 1

. IliFlil lP l000.,

"Tm -r- 1 7r-

.10161

111.

161.O1-1

no. le I on.

L.1t="'

no NIONNO

L. T" 1112:7"

01.0,
14.11.1 lagmma.

MI 111001 10011111

""1:1 I :1:: :71 .

o 111061,
of

.0 MO owl

77' .1 IT:
ll

1110,11 1.1 OlOomOI
I als.



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27,

28.

28.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Improved methods of evaluating library services.
'T"'Comments:

11141,

1-in- Ii"" I 'I:-
wooly

I

1110,1,MoroII VI,,10000II If 00.4Woo
I

Bookmobile services to unserved areas.
Comments:

Bookmobile services to special groups or in support
of various outreach functions.
Comments:

7""
MOMMIII I I"

colr

I

W oo
I

MOM

I

"1
I IT

4.4

I UT

wool.r

booth
1

Establishment of art reproduction collections.
Comments:

1111041, .ort
I O.

Provision of reference services separate from the
interlibrary loan network.
Comments:

Cooperative storage of little-used materials.
Comments:

Development of location tools and indexes.
Comments:

Intersystem reciprocal borrowing.
Comments:

Annual salary surveys of library personnel.
Comments,:

Orientation of new Library Directors into the system.
Qammaall:

Cooperative binding services.

UMMADIA:

Establishment of exchange agreements with'school, academic,
and special libraries for red. 'Ial borrowing of materials.
Camara.:

Adult education programs.
Comments:

Programs aimed specifically at disadvantaged groups.
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34. Specialized consulting services in such areas as
cataloging, children's services, adult services, etc.
Comments:

SECTION IV. GENERAL QUESTIONS

.W.

1. Indicate the effectiveness of the Major Resource Center in achieving the goals of:

a) developing the annual plan of service

b) fostering cooperation among system libraries

am . Mr= .. M=11:

I 1 1 1 1 1 I I 1

111.1.1, kemelt
11/1.1. .1. 111..

I I I I I I I I I

c) involving member libraries in the formulation of .z.
system goals and programs 1

d) utilizing the capabilities of member libraries in .z, =
program execution 1 1 1111111

e) building support for incproved local funding

0 encouraging innovation and experimentation

g) representing the system in statewide library
concerns

h) measuring and evaluating progress in library
development of the region

"I

1::0 ..

WOW
WSW.. WMW WMW

I II I

O.I kmode
11.0.

I L 1 L 1

IWO 1110.4 owy

"T" L

2. What additional services would you like the system to offer?

3. Compared to your operations prior to joining the system, do you believe the quality of
library services you currently offer as a result of joining the system has:

a) decreased

b) remained about the name

c) increased 16 1
d) increased significantly

13 - 8



4. Do you feel the money spent on systems services could better be used to provide library
services if it were distributed as direct (proportional share) grants to individual
libraries? yes no If yes, please explain

5. Which of the following reflect your views of system operations (check more than one
item if appropriate):

a) the Major Resource Center receives a disproportionate
share of system funds

b) our library receives less in terms of money and
services than under the old direct-grant program

c) our library has no effective voice in the use of
system funds

d) the system has required more services from us than
we receive from the system

e) the programs being supported by system funds are of
little value to our library

6. Would you prefer that system coordination activities (i.e. those performed by system
staff) be conducted by:

a) field staff headquartered at the State Library

b) staff located in a Major Resource Center,
responsible to the MRC Director

c) staff located in a Major Resource Center,
responsible to the State Library

d) a separate system office, responsible to the
State Library

e) a separate system office, under system control

f) OTHER (please specify)

7. Is the system Advisory Council, in its role of evaluating system services:

a) ineffective

b) not very effective

c) effective

d) very effective

e) cannot answer--uninformed
of this activity

1 5
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8. Is the system Advisory Council to the Major Resource Center, as an organizational means

to channel system libraries' input into the decision-making process:

a) ineffective

b) somewhat effective

c) effective

d) very effective

e) cannot answer

Which of the following actions would Lm:rease the effectiveness bf the Advisory Council

(check more than one response if appropriate):

a) including librarians on the Council

b) limiting Council membership to librarians

c) establishment of membership requirements to
ensure representation of all classifications
of system libraries

d) establishment of new organizations to ensure
broader representation and input to ffie
planning and decision-making process:

1) separate committees of librarians
representing MRC, Area, and
Community libraries reporting to

the Advisory Council

2) special subject-area committees
composed of representatives of
all classifications of system
member libraries (responsible for
proposing policies in such areas
as acquisitions, processing, report-
ing procedures, professional develop-
ment, audio-visual, outreach, etc.)
reporting to the Advisory Council

9. Do you believe the State Library Systems Act Advisory Board would better represent the

views of the system libraries if a committee structure of system librarians were
established to assist the State Board in policy formulation? yes no

10. In your opinion, does the library system constitute an encroachment on local authority?

yes no

Yr "yes," please explain:
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11. As a result of system services has local use of your library:

a) decreased

b) remained about the same

c) increased

d) increased significantly

12. Do you favor separate funds made available on a competitive grant-type basis for
innovative or pilot programs which may have ultimate transferability to all system
members? yes no

13. Do you believe that current system membership requirements for Area and Community
Libraries:

Area Libraries Community Libraries

a) should be eliminated

b) should be lowered

c) should be raised

d) should remain the same

e) should be given further study

14. In order to insure the continuing development of a system with sufficient diversity,
strength, and resources to provide first-class system services which of the following
conditions should prevail in your region?

No
More Less change

Number of libraries

Population

Urban population

Rural population

15. Do you favor some form of State certification of system librarians? yes no

16. Should some form of State certification substitute in cases in which member libraries
would be required to employ a graduate of an ALA accredited school? yes no

17. Do you favor a fee requirement for system membership to generate additional system
funds? yes no

18. Would you favor system sponsorship of special services to fee-paying libraries where
such services cannot be financed with regular system funds? yes no

19. Do you favor contractual arrangements under the Interlocal Cooperation Act (Library
Laws of Texas, pp. 35-37) for obtaining local funding supplementing state and federal
revenues for system services? yes no
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20. Do you favor designating the systems as district taxing authorities for raising funds
for system services? yes no

21. Should the participation of Area Libraries in the provision of system services:

a) be increased

b) be decreased

c) remain the same

22. Should the geographical area of your region be subdivided into districts with an
Area Library designated responsibility for the provision of selected services to
Community Libraries in each district? yes no

23. Do you favor increasing the number of library classifications (i.e. creating classifica-
tions in addition to Community, Area, and MRC)? yes no

If "yes," please explain

24. Do you favor establishment of regional centers for provision of library materials to
the blind and physically handicapped? yes no

(Please proceed to page 13)
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SECTION V. STAFFING SURVEY

Enter in the spaces provided below the current pay rates for entry-level
positions in your library that require the experience and training stated at time
of employment. If you have no formal pay plan, use the current rates of pay for
employees who fit the descriptions provided, recording the lowest salary paid as
the "minimum" and the highest salary paid as the "maximum." Do not include overtime
or longevity payments. If you have no positions corresponding to the descriptions,
write "None" in the appropriate spaces.

Description
Number of
current
positions

Pay Range Number of
vacant

positionsminimum maximum

II. Graduation from high school and
successful completion of 30 semester
hours in an accredited college or
university, or equivalent experience.

II. Graduation from an accredited
college or university with a major in
library science.

III. Graduation from an accredited
college or university with a master's
degree in library science.

IV. Graduation from an accredited
college or university with a master's
degree in library science and two
years successful library experience.

2. Do you require graduation from an ALA accredited graduate school as a requirement for
those positions requiring a master's degree in library science? yes no

3. How many additional positions corresponding to the descriptions in question 1 do you
foresee as being created in your library during the next year?

Number of positions

4. If local funds were available, how many positions of each description would you
recommend be created?

Number of positions

B-13
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The questiOns included in the questionnaire presuppose a relatively high degree
of knowledge of the Library Systems Act, Library Systems Act Rules and Regulations,
and the concept and operation of library systems in general. Obviously, it is unrealis-
tic to expect all respondents to be equally knowledgeable of all areas covered by the
questionnaire.

Please rate your overall knoWledgeability of the content of the questionnaire by
checking the appropriate response below:

a) highly knowledgeable of all areas
vP'

b) knowledgeable of all areas

c) knowledgeable of most areas

d) knowledgeable of sOme areas

e) knowledgeable of a few areas

THANK YOU

B-14
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Appendix.0

TEXAS LIBRARY SYSTEM STUDY SURVEY SUMMARY: ALL RESPONDENTS
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APPENMIX C

TEXAS LIBRARY SYSTEM STUDY SURVEY
SUMMARY: ALL RESPONDENTS

Response
Classification Number

of of Number
Library Libraries Bespondine percent

Size I 10 10 100.00
Size II 57 48 84.21

Size III Iiig. .U.e. 65.56

Total 247 176. 71.26

SECTION I. CURRENT PROGRArS AND ACTIVITIES'

1. Collection building or enrichment
of Major Resource Center holdings.

Size I

Size II

Size III

2. Collection building or enrichment
of Area Library holdings.

Size I

Size II

Size III

3: Collection building or enrichment
of Community Library holdings.

Size I

Size II

Size III

Not

Importance Effectiveness

SWIM I/ VW,
INNItant 1.0.1.1ant loperott

bin*. ly
ImpovaM

Mot Stjgi.tI V. tistromlirMutt Ktf CU tlf..t lye CII

I I

Nut 1110111 %.11 1111011, Very Itemly
I.plunt ,,,, Mut tN. lif91 Ivo 1111

1110i lv %to') fai lowly Pk,I 111101r
ImplIent IrpTani I, p.iani 1.1114n1 1.4.111.n1 Mot Ilv II

litty 411torlY
[(Oct Ilf..t Mr

.11111.

1
Total responses to Section I of the questionnaire are presented only to those questions
regarding programs and activities determined to be applicable to all Major Resource Systems,
specifically questions 13, 17, 18, 19, 31, 33, 34, 35, and 36.
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.10. Centralized purchasing.
N.' Stith./ V.',

lopot.tant top.. I.O.t.t.. l.P.:to.t

.

Size I

Size II

Size III

11. Centralized processing.

Size I

Size II

Size III

12. Regional book...leasing program.

Size I

Size II

.Size III

13. Interlibrary subject requests.

Mot Slightly V.

laitoo; toot I. lopellaot

_

Mot Slightly Very

lapel/40d loperAet :apes.

Not Slightly Very

Imo:tont typo: tttt lope.

Size I

Size II

Size III

°.
Imrt.....1 . oat Slightly Vvy Le t tem lv

top. ttttt lioctive [Motive gitolti. ttlootivo Sit

, .

totterly Sot Slightly Very Lattovely

I.e. tlfititive KtIoltivo Illeltivo [fleetly. illeetsvo

fiatetvoly ,ot Ilgihtle
ktiottivo ttt

ery Lot: .

!Merl. itt.i.o

totromat. lot Slightly .toty [Aimed,
leptItant

t ttttt Iva Kit

.

1 4

.

5 1 1 2 5 1

17 22.

44

2 7 39 12 5

3 4 17 34 5 10 28 33 21

14. Union listing of serials. levottont

Oot Slightly Vow
Imoottont Impotioat 1. t

Size I

Size II

Size III

15. Union catalog development. Not
Vet,

1..oftani lopmflnt /011wfloot loSolto.

Size I

Size II

Size /II
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16. Development of specialized
regianal-holdings catalogs (e.g.
audio-visual).

Size I

Size II

Size III

17. Interlibrary loan of materials.

Size I

Size II

Size III

18. Consulting and technical assis-
tance...

Size I

Size II

Si7t III

19. Ital.!. development activities
(torkshops, conferences, train-
ing sessions, etc.).

Size I

Size II

Size III

20. Assistance in staff recruitment.

21. Collection analysis.

Size I

Size II

Size III

Size I.

Size II

Size III

It stleat Von
tspo:loni I.p loc.:tent lop,: Ian,

lat.erly
Inca UI

MsM4
EI tett,. Elf

Voty latwaly
Mott,. !floc,.

lovt 0,1?
10.0,<Aall ,aag Iq. 1ff

iery

A

Slightly
tt LI I I II...I.

1 2 7 1, 1 4 4

4 11 32 2 14 17 11

11 8 31 28 26 10 13 27 14 19

illahllY 4o, SIIIhtly
lop4rlan, foo.mint loporuant Impotionl III
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II (cell... Ill." lye

.---
i

1 A 2 7
,

3 2 3

3 9 13 13 8 9 10 11 3 5
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Vlf Sot suet ly
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2 5 . 3 1 5 3

14 19 12 2 11 15 11 5

4 7 24 40 36 5 8 31 33 27.
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28. Regional newsletters and pro-
fessional publications.

Size I

Size II

Size III

29. Regional film collection loan
program.

Size I

Size TI

Size III

Met $111111? Vs ry Istreeely Nee' Illiteltly Very t.tromelY

Immortal tepo:teet lopeftitat I. Mettle. [flail:re [float. Iffertly. [If

mot lIteetty
by. lepe.

Ve, .

I.O.riaat

111111.

11

30. Establishment of library service
facilities in unserved areas.

Mot $1.4h11,

lepo!tast Ispo:Isint

Size I

Size II

Size III

31. System coordination and adminis-
tration. Met Illght1Y

Iwo Immo

Size I

Size II

Size III

32. Assistance in lodal program
development and reporting.

Size I

Size II

Size III

33. Development -91 the annual regional

.

system plan of service.

Size I

Size II

Size III
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34. Evaluation regional system
programs.

Size I

Size II

Size III

35. Compilation of statistical infor-
mation by the State Library.

36. Assistance in local budget
planning.

Size I

Size II

Size III

Size I

Size II

Size III

lop.:toot
VOFY tuumrIr Not filthily

titImpotroal
gory totroora7

EUMott Ivo UI
. . -

1 2 4 3 2 5 1

1 2 17 9 11 6 5 5 3 2

6 9 48 21 13 1 8 24 5 5

I 1..0.1. I

tool tom I.., I p.,t4.t lops.: tont lop 114 r
11..halY

1 I I1.1 Iv 'II .1111110,

. .--

6 . 4 2 7 1

4 12 14 14 4 12 12 7 6

13 15 41 24 12 8 15 36 18 7

114t Sltaatly Iorp latresooty aI It.It Ir
Important Importaat Impiltamt

1 5 3 1 1 3 1 1

13 6 12 5 4 6 2 4 2

40 25 20 6 6 14 7 lob.- 1 2

SECTION III. POTENTIAL PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

1. Provision.of book delivery and pick-up services for
interlibrary loans through the use of regularly
scheduled vans or bookmobiles.

Size I

Size II

Size III

fllettly
Impertmot Malt Importaat

Italromo4o
Important'

----..-

2 2 5 1

19 6 7 10

59 21 14 7 7

2. Intrasystem borrowing or rotation of film collections. - Vorp totromrly
'toot Importaat Important

Size I

Size II

Size III

3. Intrasystem borrowing of audio-visual materials o04or

than films.

Size I

Size II

Size III
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4. Basing acquisition policies on interlibrary loan usage

records.
. haztau

5. Intrasystem reciprocal. borrowing.

Size I

Size II

Size III

.Size I

$ize II

Size III

6. Utilizing Area Libraries as referral centers in the

interlibrary loan program.

Size I

Size II

Size III

7. Utilizing Area Library staff as resource persons in the

provision of consulting and technical assistance programs.

Size I

Size II

Size III

8. Designating indtvidual libraries as depositories of special-

ized subject collections for interlibrary loan purposes.

Size I

Size II

Size III

,, Vim
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,Eitablishment of regional coordinated acquisition policies. .,. :tam lot

Size I

Size II

Size /II

2 1 4 2 1

14 12 10 9 4

46 22 29 8 3

10. Establishment of statewide coordinated acquisition policies: ...
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Size III

Val, I It

1.10011.411

2 2 3 2 1

17 12 10

1

4 4

44/ i 16 31i 2 3



11. Standardization of salary scales for system personnel
(system coordinators and staff).

Size I

Size II

Size ///

12. Providing Area and Community Libraries with a stronger
voice in regional and system affairs.

13. Provision of legal consulting services.

Slze I

Size II

Size III

Size I

Size II

Size III

14. Provision of building consulting services.

Size I

Size II

Size III

15. Library produced television programs.

Size I

Size II

Size III

16. Systemwide computerized circulation.

Size I

Size II

Size III

17. Systemwide computerized cataloging.

Size I

Size II

Size III
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18. Provision of printing services.

Size I

Size II

Size III

19. Partial temporary financial support of new professional
positions.

Size I

Size II

Size III

20. Improved methods of evaluating library services.

21. Bookmobile services to unserved areas.

Size I

Size II

Size III

Size I

Size II

Size III

22. Bookmobile services to special groups or in support

of various outreach functions.

23. Establishment of art reproduction collections.

Size I

Size II

Size III

Size I

Size II

Size III

24. Provision of reference services separate from the

interlibrary loan network.
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25. Cooperative storage of little-used materials.

Size I

Size II

Size III

26. Development of location tools and indexes.

Size I

Size II

Size III

.27. Intersystem reciirocal borrowing.

Size I

Size II

Size III

28. Annual salary surveys of library personnel.

Size I

Size II

Size III

29. Orientation of new Library Directors into the system.

30. Cooperative binding services.

Size I

Size II

Size III

Size I

Size II

Size III

31. Establishment of exchange agreements with school, academic,
and special libraries for reciprocal borrowing of materials.
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32. Adult education programs.

Size I

Size II

Size III

33. Programs aimed specifically at disadvantaged grouPs.

Size I

Size II

Size.III

34. Specialized consulting services in such areas as
cataloging, children's services, adult services, etc.

Size I

Site II

Size III

SECTION IV. GENERAL QUESTIONS

Met Slightly

laportent I.
!

Veep Letter',
inpo:tant

2 4 4

3 2 22 13 7

,14 13 49 21 13

Mot Slightly

!operant lope,two.
Very

lope.

SatreWly

._

7 3

2 23 12

-

6

14 21 47 13

-

12

Slightly tar, tetreael. .

. loporfat ee (tolerant

l' 4 3 2

2 5 16 15 7

15 9 42 19 18

1. Indicate the effectiveness of the Major Resource Center in achieving the goals of:

a) developing the annual plan of service

Size I

Size II

Size III

b) fostering cooperation among system libraries

Size I

Size II

Size III

c) involving member libraries in the formulation of
system goals and programs

Size I

Size II

Size III
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d) utilizing the capabilities of member libraries in

program execution

Size I

Size II

Size III

e) building support for improved local funding

Size I

Size II

Size III

f) encouraging innovation and experimentation

g)

Size I

Size II

Size III

representing the system in statewide library

concerns

Size I

Size II

Size III

h) measuring and evaluating progress in library
development of the region

Size I

Size II

Size III

Hoy Slightly Very

Meetly. [Motive WWI. Mutt. UI
ly

.

3 5 2

.

14 14 10 6 2

16 23 33 16 10

Mot Slightly
Lifoctive CU

.17 ..... .4
Mutt. tUoulve

3 5 2

23
,

10 7 4 3

25 28 22 16 8

got Slightly Vuy Lotroyely

t Moctlyo inactive Etioctivo Fil tttttt

,

4 5 1.

_ .

20 11 9 4

16 29 32 17 6

out sltottr verY

Efloftive Lifoltive

totromoly
FII

1

,

4 4 1

9 8 17 6 7

8 8 50 26 13

SlightlY yuy Eocreoely

gifoytioo Mout. Etiouly. Mout.

1 1 6
I

2

T

17 11 10 4 4

6 18 21 9

3. Compared to your operations prior to joining the system, do you believe the quality of

library services you currently offer as a result of joining the system has:

Size I Size II Size III Total Percent .

a) decreased 1 1 .59

b) remained about the same 4 7 16 27 15.98

c) increased 3 29 47 79 46.75

d) increased significantly 3 11 48 62 36.69
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4. Do you feel the money spent on systems services could better be used to provide library
services if it were distributed as direct (proportional share) grants to;individual

libraries?

Size I Size II Size III Total Percent'

Yes 2 24 40 66 41.77

No 8 21 63 92 58.23

5. Which of the following reflect your views of system operations (check more than one

item if appropriate):

Size I Siige II Skze III Total

a) the Major Resource Center 2 16 24 42

receives a disproportionate

share of system funds

b) our libriry receives less 2 21 18 41

in terms of money and services

than under the old direct-grant

program

c) our libraiy has.no effective 1 16 42 59

voice in the use of system funds

d) the system has required more 7 3 4 14

services from us than we receive

from the system

e) the programs being supported 3 6 4 13

.by system funds are of little

value to our library

6. Would you prefer that system coordination activities.(i.e. those performed by system

staff) be conducted by:

a) field staff headquartered

at the State Library

b) staff located in a Major

Resource Ce.T.cor rc,-.71v .rible

to the M:.(:. .:-:0,

c) staff 1.::::- :.! a Major

Resource Center, responsible

to the State Library

Size I Size II Size III Total Percent

1 6 15 22 13.41

7 15 35 57 34.76

1 7 32 40 24.39

183

C-12



(6 continued)

Pize I §ize II Size III Totql Percent

d) a separate system office, 1 10 11 22 13.41
repponsible to the State
1.1.brary

e) a separate system office, 10 13 23 14.07.
under system control

7. Is the system Advisory Council, in its role of evaluating system services:

a)-ineffeetive

b) not very effective

c) effective

d) very effective

el cannot answer--uninformed
of this activity

Size I, Sixe_II Size III Total Percent

8 4 12 6.86

6 13 16 - 35 20.00

3 7 33 43 24.57

1 4 8 13 7.43
,.

'13 57 72 41.14

8. Is the syStem Advisory Council to the Major Resource Center, as an organizational means
to channel system libraries' input into the decision-making process:

-1/Ag_II Size III Total Percent,

a) ineffectiVe 1 12 8 21 12.57

b) somewhat effecttve:--- 5 14 13 32 19.16

c) effective 2 7 22 31 18.56

d) Very effective 2 3 9 14 8.38

e) cannot answer 10 59 69 41.32

Which of the following actions would increase the effectiveness of the Advisory Council
(check more than one response if appropriate):

2111_II Size III,. Total

a) including librarians on the Council 2 . 21 51 74

b) limiting Council membership to librarians 9 8 17

c) establishment of membership requirements to 3 19 43 65
ensure representation of all classifications

.

'of-System libraries
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(8 continued)

ize IL Size III Total

d) establishment of new organizations to ensure
broader representation and input to the'
planning and decision-making process:

1) separate cammittees of librarians
repredenting MRC, Area, and

2 12 37 51

Community libraries reporting to

the Advisory Council

1) special subject-area committees
composed of representatives of
all classifications of system

1 11 19 31

member libraries (responsible for
proposing policies in such areas
as acquisitions, processing, report-
ing procedures, professional develop-i
ment, audio-visual, outreach, etc.)
reporting to the Advisory Council

9. "Do you believe the State Library Systems Act Advisory Board would better represent the
views of the system libraries if a committee structure of system librarians were
established to assist the State Board in policy formulation?

Size I Size II Size III Total Percent

Yes 8 41 68 117 82.98

No 2 3 19 24 17.02

10. In your opinion, does the library system constitute an encroachment on local authority?

Size I Size II Size III Total Percent

Yes 1 7 8 16 9.70

No 9 37 103 149 90.30

11. As a result of system services has local use of your library:

Size I Size II Size III Total Percent

a) decreased

b) remained about the same 6 13 25 44 27.16

c).increased 3 26 57 86 53.09

d) increased significantly 1 4 27 32 19.75
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12. Do you favor separate funds made available on a competitive grant-type basis for
innovative or pilot programs which may have ultimate transferability to all system
members?

Size I Size II Size III Total Percent

Yes 6 30 42 78 50.98

No 4 15 56 75 49.02

13. Do you believe that current system membership requirements for Area and Community
Libraries:

Area Libraries

a) should be eliminated

Size I Sire II Size III Total

2 1 3

b) should be lowered
5 5

c) should be raised 3 14 4 21

. d) should remain the same 5 15 44 64

e) should be given further study 3 17 18 38

Community Libraries

a) should be eliminated 6 9 15

b) shculd be lowered 3 9 12

c) should be raised 2 12 3 17

d) should remain the same 6 16 54 76

e) should be given further study 4 10 32 46

14. In order to insure the continuing
strength, and resources to
conditions should prevail

More

development of a system with sufficient diversity,
provide first-class system services which of the following
in your region?

Size I_ Size II Size III, total

Number of libraries 4 13 24 41

Population 5 12 34 51

Urban population 4 11 20 35

Rural population 4 11 14 29

Less

Number of libraries 1 4 1 6

Population 2 4 6

Urban population 2 '2 4

Rural population 4 5 9
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(14 continued)

No
change

$ize X Size IX Size II Total,

Number of libraries 5 16 51 72

Population .4 14 33 51

Urban population 5 14 31 50

Rural population 4 12 29 45

15. Do you favor some form of State certification of system librarians?

Size I Size It Size III tau Percent

Yes 9 32 72 113 68.07

No 1 15 37 53 31.93

16. Should some form of State certification substitute in cases in which member libraries
would be required to employ a graduate of an ALA accredited school?

Size 1, Size II alms_ILL Total Tercent

Yes 5 27 67 99 61.88

No 5 17 39 61 38.13

17. Do you favor a fee requirement for system membership to generate additional syitem

funds?
Size I Sizi II Size III Total Percent

Yes 1 5 7 13 7.74

No 9 41 105 155 92.26

18. Would you favor system sponsorship of.special services to fee-paying libraries where

such services cannot be financed with regular system funds?

Size I Size II Size III Total Percent

Yes 3 21 39 63 41.18

No. 7 22 61 90 58.82

19. Do you favor contractual arrangements under the Interlocal Cooperation Act (Library
Laws of Texas, pp. 35-37) for obtaining local funding supplementing state and federal
revenues for system services?

Size I Size II 'Size ILI Total Peroent

Yes 9 27 34 70 54.69

No 1 10 47 58 45.31



20. Do you favor designating the systems as district taxing authorities for raising funds
for system services?

.
iiala Ainal. Size III Total Percent

Yes 5 8 12 25 16.78

No 5 32 87 124 83.22

21. Should the participation of Area Libraries in the provision of system services:.

size I Size II Size I;I Total Percent

a) be increased 6 - 36 48 90 58.06

b) be decreased 6 6 3.87

c) remain the same 4 11 44 . 59 38.06

22. Should the geographical area of your region be subdivided into districta with an
Area Library designated responsibility for the provision cf selected services to
Community Libraries in each district?

Size I all_IL gimILL Total Percent

Yes 5 30 48 83 53.55

No 5 13 54 72 46.45

23. Do you favor increasing the number of library oissifiilations (i.e. creating classifica-

tions in addition to Community, Area, and MRC)?

Size I Size II Size ;II I2t0, Percent

Yes

No

1

8 41

8

96

15

145

9.38

90.63

24. Do you favor establishment of regional centers for provision of library materials to

the blind a'nd physically handicapped?

Size I Size II Size_III 120,1 Yercent

.Yes 4 36 68 108 66.67

No 3 9 42 54 33.33

Please rate your overall knowledgeability of the content of the questionnaire by

checking the appropriate response below:

Size I Site II Size I I Total Percent

a) highly knoWledgeable of 'all areas 1 5 6 3.41

knowledgeable of all areas 5 10 6 21 11.93.b)

c) knowledgeable of most areas 3 20 51 74 42.05

d) knowledgeable of some areas
.. ..

11 40 51 28.98

e) knowledgeable of a few areas 2 22 24 13.64
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APPENDIX D

SPECIFIC CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING NEW SYSTEM PROPOSALS

/1. Needs Assessment (Weight 15 points: 15%)

This criterion is evaluated on the basis of the documentation submitted in the

Proje.. Proposal, which should provide the following:

(1) Description of the problems or undesirable conditions that the project is

intended to correct or ameliorate, including supporting demographic

statistics (5 points)

(2) Explanation of how the project will solve or correct these problems

(5 points)

(3) Documentation of quantified supportive date including Cost Avoidance or

Cost Benefit analysis where possible (5 points)

2. Clearly Defined Alternative Courses of Action (Weight 10 points: 10%)

This criterion is evaluated on the basis of documentation submitted in the

Project Proposal and should include:

(1) Descriptions of alternative ways in which the need could be met (4 points)

(2) Reasons why these alternatives were discarded (3 points)

(3) Sufficient cost data to compare with the proposed method (3 pdints)

3. Measurable Attainable RPalistic Objectives and Related Performance Measures

(Weight 20 points: 20%)

This criterion is evaluated on the basis of documentation submitted in the

Project Propsal and should include statements of obJectiveswhich:

(1) Clearly define the proposed services (4 points)

(2) Clearly define the service units to be provided (4 points)

(3) State the time frame (4 points)

(4) Clearly define the target population (4 points)

(5) Define the performance measures for each objective (4 points)

4. Scope of the Project (Weight 20 points: 20%)

This criterion will be evaluated on,the basis of the documentation submitted

In the Project Proposal which should indicate the number of targeted libraries

(1) Major Resource Center (5 points)

(2) Area libraries (5 points)

(3) Community libraries (5 points)

(4) Non-member libraries (5 points)
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Page 2

5. Performance Evauation (Weight 20 points: 20%)

This criterion will be evaluated on the basis of documentation submitted in

the Project Proposal and should include:

(1) Description of the evaluation procedures to be used, including methods for

developing unft time or unit costs Information as appropriate (4 points)

(2) Description of the data collection instruments and instructions on which

performance measures will be maintained (4 points)

(3) Indication of the availability of consultant services to other :tbrary

systems undertaking similar projects (4 points)

(4) Description of methods for publicizing the project results (4 points)

(5) Description of procedures for measuring spin-off effects onto other

programs (4 points)

6. Implementation and Staffing (Weight 15 points: 15%)

This criterion will be evauated on the basis of documentation submitted in

the Project Proposal which should include:

(1) Description of the major implementation obstacles (legal, attitudinal,

geographical, staffing, facilities, or time) (3 points)

(2) A monthly schedule of events or steps necessary to complete the project

within the time frameof the grant (3 points)

(3) Schedule of the amount of funds needed each month (3 points)

(4) A project organization chart (3 points)

(5) Job descriptions and salary schedules (3 points)
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I. INTRODUCTION

The study of the Texas State Library System was designed as a
three-phase study with each phase to be undertaken following review of
the preceding one. Following completion of Phase I, the Systems Study
Advisory Committee and the System Advisory Board met to discuss the
report,' and then recommended to the State Library that Phase II be
initiated.

Based upon the analysis of Phase I, Phase II develops alter-
natives for cooperative library systems in Texas with emphasis on im-
proving the current structural and operational plan. Broad principles
were sought in this phase in order to provide guidance to the consultant
for the remainder of the study. These principles must then be developed
into specific legislative language in Phase III, to be examined in turn
by the library representatives and the State Library before preparing
a final draft of proposed legislation as the concluding part of the study.

When the Texas Library Systems Act was adopted in 1969, there
was no great body of accumulated wisdom based on the experience of other
states. Only a very few had made notable progress in cooperative en-
deavors under the aegis of state government. In these instances
distinct traditions and local circumstances were evident. Political and
bureaucratic differences also existed. Therefore, it was not possible
to organize a vast network of libraries under fully pretested forms of
cooperative arrangements of other states. However, the available
experience was utilized in combination with knowledge of the situation
in Texas. The State Library System was initiated and gained widespread
support. Its continued development is seen as a desirable means to
provide adequate library service on an economical basis to all citizens
of the State.

Through an analysis of alteraative methods of system governance,
this report is intended to assist the State Library, viewed with all
of its official and ad hoc bodies and assisted by the library com-
munity as a whole, to come to a decision on worthwhile modifications of
the existing system organization. Among the alternatives set forth
in this report the consultant indicates specific preferences which,
taken as a whole, constitute what is considered the best organizational
and governance model for adoption by.the State of Texas. However, with

1
A Study of the Texas State Library System. Phase I Report:

Analysis of the Governance and Operations of the System. December 1975.
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other alternatives also examined and the consequences of their adoption

projected, it is intended that the State Library may apply its collec-

tive wisdom for deviation from the recommended model, if it so chcoses,

with a degree of confidence in the effect thereof on system management.

--ere are a number of salient questions to which this report is

addressed, including the following:

( 1) Is the recommended system capable of effectively working

with other systems, multi-state and national?

( 2) What powers are necessary in the State Library?

( 3) What are the roles of the State Library in program

planning, system coordination, setting of standards,

financial management, evaluating and reporting?

( 4) What structural arrangements facilitate participa-

tion of libraries and librarians in policy formulation

at the state level?

( 5) What are the criteria for determining the size of

effective library systems in terms of number of libraries,

types and sizes of libraries, geography, and demography?

( 6) How may library systems within the State be best

organized to achieve their objectives in the spirit

of voluntary collaboration of independent library

authorities? How will system governing authorities
be created and made responsive to member libraries'

needs?

( 7) Should cooperative systems be open to all libraries,

regardless of type?

( 8) Should standards of quality and service be required

for membership in a library system, and how should

these be determined?

( 9) How may systems be organized to participate in,

benefit from, and give strength to programs currently

being carried on outside the cooperative scheme,

such as interlibrary loan and services to the blind'

and physically handicapped?

(10) What elements of flexibility may be introduced in

the legislation which will enable systems to adapt

to future changes in circumstances and program needs

while still incorporating the essential elements of

organizational relationships among participating

entities?
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The above questions may be subdivided, of course, into many more
detailed inquiries, but provide an overview of the approach and purpose
of this phase of the study.

Study Staff

Public Administration Service (PAS), as consultant to the State
Library, has prepared this report. James W. Doyle, of PAS' regular
staff, has participated throughout, contributing generally to the report,
and having primary responsibility for the analysis of legislation of
other states related to library systems, and the analysis of selected
Texas governmental organizations. Dr. John 0. Hall, Senior Associate
and Regional Representative of PAS in the Southwest, directed the study
and wrote the other sections of the report. Special consultants for
this phase include Keith Doms, Director of the Free Public Library of
Philadelphia and former President of the American Library Association;
and Lester L. Stoffel, Executive Director of the Suburban Library System
of Illinois, who have commented on specific questions brought to their
attention. Mr. Stoffel also read most of the draft of the report and
shared his views.

Special consultant William 0. Miller, systems and management
consultant, assisted in the study of library systems in other states
for elements of interest related to concerns in Texas. Special consul-
tant Katherine McMurrey, of the faculty of the School of Library and
Information Science, University of Texas, Austin, reviewed and identi-
fied relevant library law in the other states to facilitate comparisons
in this and the following phase of the study.

The staff of the State Library was exceedingly helpful in
responding to questions of the study staff and facilitated the conduct
of the project in every way.

The Third and Last Phase of the Study

Draft model legislation will be prepared and submitted to the
State Library in February 1976. Following consideration of this draft by
the State Library staff, Systems Study Advisory Committee, Systems
Advisory.Board, and the Library and Historical Commission, it will be
revised on the basis of directions received by the consultant from these
groups. This revised draft will then be incorporated in a Phase III
(Final) Report for the project, to be submitted in March 1976.

As in the case of the Phase I and II reports, the Phase III
(Final) Report will be distributed widely by the State Library for the
consideration of the entire library community.
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II. ADOPTION OF BASIC POLICIES RELATING
TO COOPERATIVE LIBRARY SYSTEMS

This chapter examines the philosophy of cooperative library
systems, and proposes broad principles of governance which can guide
the preparation of specific proposals and legislative changes in the
following phase of this study. The points elaborated upon will assist
in analyzing the alternatives of distribution of authority and functions
which are discussed subsequently herein. Their acceptance, rejection,
or modification by the State Library and the advisory committees
assisting its review of systems' governance will determine the future
direction of the study.

Among_the concerns dealt with are the roles of_cooperating
library organizations, allocation of responsibilities, breadth of
membership, character of participation by members, nature and variety
of services to be rendered, funding policies and methods, hierarchical
character and role of the state library agency, and the nature and
organization of system governance.

Creating A Balance of Interdependence and
Freedom in Cooperative Library Systems

A natural tendency upon establishing a pattern of library systems
in a state would be uniformity of methods of creation and governance.
However, growth of the system concept in New York, for example, led to
a variety of forms which was subsequently tolerated if not welcomed.
Flexibility in the statutes of Illinois has permitted some variation
there. The approach taken in this study has been to endorse a degree
of flexibility in local arrangements for organizing and governing a
system, provided these do not prejudice the succeas of the endeavor

,or interfere with close cooperative relationships with other systems
and state authorities. But where certain organizational principles have
been deemed to have universal value for the success of the statewide
effort they have been endorsed.

Diversity Among Libraries

A basic underlying circumstance of library cooperation is the
diversity of prime sponsorship of the libraries involved. Many are
organized by city governments, others by county governments. In recent
years, school libraries have proliferated under the sponsorship of
school boards. Community college libraries have increased as the number
of these institutions increased, usually, under the auspices of an exist-
ing local government or a special educational district formed for that
purpose. The libraries of senior colleges and universities have
flourished under the sponsorship of state governments. Institutional
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libraries have been created and nourished by states. In short, all

levels of local and state government have been busily engaged in

creating and maintaining a growing number of libraries at resource-
levels far exceeding those of previous years. In the private sector

a large number of libraries have been created for special purposes.

Other libraries under private sponsorship include school, academic,

and occasionally even a "public" library.

Mutual Interests of Libraries

The need of a single state agency to relate to overall library

concerns within the state's borders has grown in importance as the

isolation o; ihraries one from the other has decreased. This need has

been greatly heightened by federal library programs. fts persistence

and further intensification may be expected.

The various types of libraries serve diverse populations and

bibliographic requirements, but all have certain characteristics in

common, particularly the (1) limitations of their collections and

consequent need for borrowing from others, (2) requirements for
technical and professional information, and (3) need of staff for

professional development and renewal. Furthermore, the professional

personnel possess similar professional education and orientation.

The principal difference in these types of libraries is the breadth

and nature of the patrons' informational needs. However, this dif-

ference, which can and does vary substantially even within a large

public library from department to department, does not invalidate the

concept of organization of a public library. Nor does it justify

isolation of libraries. The point is that libraries are bound to-
gethery mutual needs, varying in extent and volume, which may be

satisfied by cooperative action.

Freedom Within Systems

There are various ways to satisfy the cooperative needs of

libraries of diverse sponsorship, type, and other characteristics.
Some may involVe special cooperative programs among libraries of a

particular type, others through geographical proximity coupled with

complementary collections, and still others through sharing profes-

sional resources or common services. There is no end to variety of

mutually beneficial action, provided the structure of organization

and administrative methods are designed to accommodate reasonable

participation by each library to the extent it chooses for itself.

Coercive procedures bUst be eschewed in a system comprised of voluntary,

independent members. A cooperative system should be facilitative,
accomplishing for its members what they wish to do and allowing for

involvement of each member only in those program segments of interest

to it. In this.way the basic mission of each library, regardless of

type, is not disturbed, nor is the authority of the sponsor diminished

or prejudiced.

Under the above philosophy of operation, statewide library

systems may become comprehensive in types of libraries involved and
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range of programs offered. In one sense the system becomes a large
network of cooperative services created at the behest of and with the
active participation of interested wembers and from which each member
may pick and choose at will according to its own assessment of need
and benefit. This method of operation opens the way for adoption of
any and all needed programs, making it unnecessary to organize separate,
overlapping, and computing service units.

Fully Comprehensive Systems Are Still Awaited

a,At this relatively early stage in the history of library coopera-
tion on a large scale, no state has devised a completely open, flexible,
and comprehenstve scheme for the development of cooperative library
systems. State enabling legislation is generally inadequate for this
purpose. No doubt in many states this is the result of years of
isolated library operations without adequate motivation for change.
Indeed, in some states the very isolation, including that between types
of libraries, has unquestionably conditioned the library community to
think in more liinite.. terms than necessary or desirable under current
and prospective conditions. Nevertheless, it may be noted that systems
are beginning to flourish in more and more states, incnding a growth
in membership by types of libraries other than public where law allows.
A glimpse of the bright potential is now possible.

The universality of participation in systems by all types and
sizes of libraries depends heavily upon the professional judgment of
the respective library directors and staffs upon the values to be gained.
There appears to exist a strong inclination for cooperation among
librarians. "I'm in favor of anything whilk enables librarians freely
and constructively to cooperate," was the basic philosophy expressed by
one interviewee during the study. As a practical matter each potential
cooperative service requires individual analysis and approval. There-
fore, librarians should not be expected to give blanket approval to
all program suggestions or to participate in every service undertaken.
Their best assurance of a voice in the management of a system and in
freedom of choice as independent libraries under varying sponsorship
lies in the provisions of the law. If the fundamental legislation
protects the autonomy of each participating library, provides in
acceptable terms for talizing the general state interest in improving
library service, gives ample opportunity for participation of each
library in policy formulation, enables each library to choose the
individual services it wishes to ..eceive, and offers an equitable
sharing of resources and obligations, a solid basis has been laid.for
widespread and confident participation. This statement represents a
postulate of this study.

The Concept of Library Systems in Texas

The cooperative system concept was adopted in Texas only
recently, and is still in an early stage of development in 1976. The
adopted plan was only partially cooperative in nature, however, due to
the fact that the individual libraries, (except those acting as Maior
Resource Centers) were not given a role in governance. A satisfactory
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balance of interdependence and freedom among the cooperating libraries
was not possible under the enabling legislation of 1969. This study was

initiated to examine this aspect, among others.

Recommendation 1. It is proposed that an enlarged
concept of joint library services performed through
formal cooperative governing arrangements of the
state and local governments and other library sponsors
and providing for self-governing procedures for the
systems so created be reaffirmed as a prime means for
the libraries of Texas to improve their services to
the citizens.

Following is more discussion of the distribution of authority in state-
local support of library systems.

Where Should Authority for Library Systems Rest?

Assuming that federal influence will continue to be indirectly
applied, primarily through program requirements tied to grants, where
should the direct control over library systems established within the
State of Texas be located? The most obvious choices are the State, or
the governing authorities of the libraries, or both. The last can pro-

vide a wide range of division of shared authority.

It seems unlikely that these issues of governance will be addressed
squarely by the governing authorities themselves. They are most likely
to react to proposals emanating from the library community, and in so
doing indirectly cast the die in favor of one or the other. A review of

legislation of the other states indicates a strong tendency toward shared
responsibility for cooperative library development. Nevertheless, the

relative-roles of the state government and the various library authorities
vary in these instances. The variations usually depend on the proportion

of state funding.

In Kansas, for example, the seven library districts into which
the state was divided were given taxing authority, exercised by the
respective system governing board and carried out by general purpose
local governments. This was not universally well received, and at one
point the state legislative council proposed state appropriations instead.
In other states, such as New York, Pennsylvania, and Illinois, state
appropriations for cooperative library systems have been substantial,
and state participation in program development has been important.

In part the alternatives depend upon whether the library com-
munity prefers an exclusive or universal membership by libraries.
Exclusive local funding might especially favor system membership of city
and county libraries, to a lesser extent school library membership,
and perhaps wnrk against the membership of academic and special libraries.
On the other hand, substantial state support of library systems tends to
enfranchise all publicly supported libraries and not to prejudice rel-
atively the position of private libraries. State funding, so far as the
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latter are concerned, provides a circumstance which broadens the option
of special libraries for cooperation. However, such state financing of
systems need not be exclusive, and in fact could not be--contributions
in kind would be inevitable and in money could be discretionary.

A discernible trend toward state support of library systems in
the country also may be attributed to the broader tax base of the national
and state governments. The oft-mentioned excessive use of the property
tax at the local level has had some basis in fact. The growth of govern-
ment at state and national levels is attributed in part to denial of
adequate local tax authority and in part to the greater feasibility of
levying certain taxes within broader geographical areas. Revenue sharing
by the states and nation without accompanying restrictions is generally
believed not to have fully corrected the imbalance. Of course, the issue
of funding of library cooperatives cannot be expected to lead to a
resolution of these broad questions. Instead these conditions must be
recognized and accepted as planning bases.

In the questionnaire sent to member public libraries in Phase I
of this study, most of the respondents (837.) did not favor designation
of the systems as district taxing authorities. While these responses
may have reflected certain preferences related to library operations, it
may be reasonably assumed also that they were based on knowledge of local
conditions and prospects. Neither were most of the member libraries in
favor-of membership fees to generate additional system funds.

The state funding discussed above has referred to actual dollar
expenditures for systems operations. It is recognized that participation
in system operations also requires "in-kind" contributions of member
libraries, principally in terms of staff time, and that these will grow
as patrons expand their use of library facilities. Furthermore, even if
state (and federal) funding were to constitute virtually one hundred
percent of cash requirements initially, the time could come and the
desire could arise for local funding participation. If so, no barrier
exists and none should be raised. This development could emerge and be
adopted on its own merits.

Beyond the question of the source of system funding, clearly
favored as a role of the State, the member libraries also indicated
strong preferences in Phase I for state participation in system operations
and governance. There was little concern that the State might assume
excessive control or exert undue influence. The public libraries have
become accustomed to working with the State in recent years and exhibit
little concern that it might become domineering. This view may rest on
awareness of the strong, independent status of local governments generally
in the State and the belief that strength and unity could be gained by
joint participation of public libraries with the State. The possible
influence of this arrangement on the prospective participation in systems
of other than public libraries, however, was not broached in the question-
naire. But as already mentioned it is not believed to be unfavorable.



The 1969 Library Systems Act set a precedent for Texas. Unless

there is a swell of contrary opinion, which is not apparent, the place-

ment of future authority for library systems appears to be in both the

state government and the governing authorities of the respective librar-

ies in a type of truly intergovernmental arrangement that is still some-

what a strange but nevertheless growing characteristic of American self-

governance.. Also there seems to be a recognition that with major funding

coming from the State (or through the State in the case of federal funds),

the role of the State in library development will be substantial. Lastly,

there appears to be a general local'desire for the State to play a

strong and helpful role in library development because of the breadth

of its interests, embracing as they do the entire range of library concerns

as represented by all libraries within its borders.

In the course of this study it probably would have been in-

excusable not to have examined these basic concerns to the governance of

library systems in Texas even though the result of the examination might

lead only to reaffirmation broadly of existing relationships. At least

the process should serve to bring unity and conviction to those who will

participate in further development of library systems in the State.

The reexamined concepts represent the foundation stone upon which to build

higher.

Recommendation 2. The joint participation of the State
and the governing authorities of libraries should be
encouraged in developing strong cooperative library
systems in Texas, with strong financial support from
the State, and authority shared by the State and the

governing authorities.

The means -or sharing authority and the legal base on which they

should rest will be developed further in subsequent discussion.

Should the Governance of Systems Be Centralized or Diffused?

The exercise of authority of the member libraries in system
affairs may vary widely according to the preferences incorporated into

the law and the rules adopted thereunder. Currently in Texas the member

libraries have no authority in the designation of the system headquarters.

They receive, when that designation has been made by the State, a system

director and the support of a municipal government of which the system

headquarters is a part. Thereafter the only official participation
allowed in governance and program formulation is through a small advisory

group of laymen selected from among the governing boards of the member

libraries. No mechanism is provided for professional participation in

program development. Resources may be distributed in any way the system
headqua :ers desires, subject to oversight by the State.

Interrelationships of State and System Headquarters

The State, once the designation of a system headquarters has been

made, may exert its influence largely through the review of program plans,
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the funding of which requires state approval. Such program review has
not been stringent to date, but largely procedural in nature. However,
two systems did fail once to qualify for part of the requested funding.
A redesignation of a system headquarters, when one fails to perform well,
is complicated. Other corrective measures also can offer prospects of
administrative travail to such an extent that temptation can be great to
tolerate unsatisfactory conditions. Also, the improvement of unsatisfac-
tory annual program plans submitted by a system headquarters has been
difficult to negotiate at times under the circumstances. Furthermore,
the natural allies of the State under circumstances of inadequate system
operation, namely the rank-and-file member libraries, have no designated
channels for systematic communication. Recent examples of dissatisfac-
tion have had to find their way to the State directly from individual
member libraries or from ad hoc groups of libraries called together for
protest. No inference should be drawn from the above that differences
in opinion over programs is not useful as a means to sharpen objectives
and build consensus among peers; it is the need of workable administrative
machinery for their resolution which begs attention.

Difficult Role of a Major Resource Center

The result of the current system of governance for library co-
operation is rather unusual. Commonly, when such unbalance of power
exists, there is an evident need for either greater authority at the top,
in this case the State, or at the grass roots, in this instance the member
libraries. But here the principal problem rests in an intermediate
element of the hierarchy, a large library acting as the system head-
quarters, which exists primarily for another purpose (local service)
and therefore may not be adequately responsive to either State or local
needs.

This is not necessarily to indicate that any system headquarters
has deliberately overstepped its intended authority. In fact, these
libraries have geherally attempted to carry out their duties with good
will and interest in constructive results. But the awkward roles into
which they were thrust, the problems arising therefrom, and the misunder-
standings which periodically have developed, have combined to create
problems. No other aspect of system management to date merits more
consideration for change and improvement.

Possible Structural Change

Because of the current weakness of member libraries in system
governance it would not be surprising, unless change in the basic
structure were made, if over the years they would not thrust the State
into a stronger role of centralized control than it or the member
libraries desire. This would come about to the extent that system
headquarters in the Major Resource Centers failed to represent their
views or respond to their needs, or to meet the program goals developed
by the library community as a whole, thereby requiring the State to
remedy the deficiency. Such a development, if it occurred, would run
counter to the original intention of the Library Systems Act.
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Separate system headquarters. One means of placing more authority

in member libraries would be for the large libraries acting as system

headquarters to assume the place of system members as other libraries

duly recognizing their importance as system leaders because of their

resources, but relieved of responsibility for system administration.

This would require creation of a separate system headquarters, having

no other responsibility than insuring success of system development as

agreed by the member libraries and the State.

If a separate system headquarters were created, it would be the

instrument of the member libraries, an organization of libraries within

the designated geographical district. It would be accountable to its

members, who would constitute its government. It would be the authorized

unit to cooperate with the State in library development. If accepted by

the State as meeting uniform organizational and operational criteria

for cooperative systems, it would become eligible to contract with the

State for services and funds.

Desi nation b ember librarie of svst m head uarters in a Ma or

Resource Center. An alternative to a fully separate system headquarters
would be selection by the system governing board of a director of a mem-

ber library to serve part-time as system head. This would require agree-

ment of the library's governing authority that the library could function

satisfactorily under a part-time director. In such case system funds would

be under the control of the system governing board, rather than a city

finance officer as at ptesent, thereby giving the system apnointing and

expenditure authority. This scheme offers some advantages over the present,

although it would still leave the governing board with a part-time director

under the circumstances of potentially conflicting responsibilities.

Consequences of the above alternatives. Uncle... this type of

organization the number of major organizational elements would be

reduced essentially from three to two. The libraries would unite, in

an organization at the district-level, which would deal directly with

the State. Having better control over their own system headquarters,

the member libraries would acquire both a responsive arlministration for

cooperative endeavors, obviating individual appeals to the State, and

a unified voice capable of working with the State in a productive re-
lationship recognizing both the libraries' needs and the state's

responsibility and coordinative role. Such arrangement would acknowl-

edge the grass-roots nature of system operations within broad policy

guidelines developed cooperatively with the State.

Thc: State on the other hand, would be responsible for fostering

and coordinating inter-system actiVities. Since each system must be

assured of the success of each other system if the concept as a whole

is to succeed, the State would monitor all performance. On behalf of

all other systems, as well as the State, the State would insist that,a

lagging system improve its operations to an acceptable standard. Since

the other systems cannot themselves perform this disciplinary role with

respect to a poorly operating system, they must depend upon the State

to protect their interests by so doing.
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Considering the above discussion, it is preferable that the govern-
ance of library systems be diffused rather than centralized, thereby
underlining the "cooperative" nature of the endeavor amJng independent
governing authorities of libraries. Essentially the organized systems
would be operationally self-governing within broad policies and guide-
lines of the State. Even the State's policies and guidelines would
be created with the member libraries' assistance. Widespread col-
laboration among interested parties would be the common manner of doing
business.

Recommendation 3. Cooperative library systems in
Texas should emphasize "grass-roots" participation in
program development and operations by placing governing
authority over such systems in the hands of represent-
atives of the member libraries.

Recommendation 4. System headquarters should be
designated by a governing board constituted by the
member libraries in a district system in order to
insure the adequate response to the authority of the
collective membership, vigor in development of
cooperative programs, and improved liaison with the
State.

On the basis of the findings of this study, as well as the stated
preferences of the libraries responding to the questionnaire, a separate
system headquarters appears preferable to designation of an existing
library as system headquarters. It is believed that experience has
demonstrated the general unworkability of the current structure even
under a small program of "giving and receiving." It is believed that a
more developed program would have exhibited more vividly the weaknesses
of such relationships. However, if there should be a sCrong desire on
the part of a system governing board to utilize a particular library
and its staff as system headquarters, it would be possible to leave
this option open. More than likely, however, the arrangement would be
short lived, and a separate system headquarters ultimately would be
established.

Recommendation 5. An existing library in a district,
with its approval, may be designated by the governiug
board as system headquarters, subject to approval of
the State, or a separate system headquarters may be
established.

The desire for active support of systems by the State having
been amply demonstrated, and with the beneficial, even essential, role
of the State becoming steadily more evident, the following recommenda-
tion is cemplementary to the two preceding.



Recommendation 6. The State should a

the role generally authorized and asauman undaL the

Library Systems Act of 1969, including (a) L:he adoption

of major goals, criteria for system organization and

management, program guidelines, and funding requirements;

(b) the coordination of intersystem operations; (c)

evaluation of program planning and performance; and

(d) participation in specific programs benefiting from

active state involvement (e.g. interlibrary loan,

workshops), as developed from "grass-roots" participation.

Should Potential Library Membership in Systems

Be General or Limited?

It was pointed out in the Phase I report that the initial concept

of library systems in Texas was all inclusive with respect to membership

of all types of libraries. Whether sponsored and primarily funded by

city government, county government, boards of education, boards of regents,

or,other, the original plan for the creation of systems advanced by the

Texas Library Association made no mention that membership should be

exclusive.

The Library Act of 1969, however, provided for membership only

of pub2ic libraries. Some other states also have focused on public

libraries. The need for cooperative services may, indeed, be greater

for public libraries, but nevertheless a trend to involve libraries

with smaller patronage and more specialized service concerns has been

evident. in some states the organizational connection between education

and libraries at the state level has facilitated cooperation of public

and school libraries, public and academic libraries, or all three. In

others, such as New York and Illinois, certain academic libraries

(including some private institutions) are involved with public libraries

in specific services, and school libraries are increasingly interested

in participation.

Participation in specific systems services is generally a matter

of free choice for independent libraries. Membership does not need to

require participation'in an activity of little or no value to the

respective library. Under these circumstances, truly permissive and

supportive, lacking objectionable impositions, libraries of all types

stand to benefit from cooperation in advanced programs, and from the

opportunities for professional development under system-sponsored pro-
grams which transcend differences of emphasis in types of libraries.

Any tendency for types of libraries to separate unnecessarily

and excessively from each othet may well be countered by future federal

programs. Support of state programs by federal funding and the develop-

ment of multi-state and national library cooperation may be expected to

encourage and make ever more feasible closer working relations among

libraries, judging from the plans under development.
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Needless to say, the additional strengths in resources, services,
professional standing, and political influence flowing from cooperative
systems combining all libraries would place them far ahead of their
,r)revious position.

Recommendation 7. Membership in systems should be
ermitted for all libraries re ardless of tre or

sponsorship, wlth due regard to the correct applica-
tion of public funds when private libraries are
involved.

Should All Libraries Contribute to System Services?

Cooperative systems thrive best when all participants provide as
well as receive services. Contributions of small libraries may not be
great but the principle is served and collectively they are important.
Furthermore, the delivery of service is professionally worthwhile.

The concept of mutual giving and receiving has not been built
into systems operations in Texas to a sufficient degree in the early
years. The service concepts of the Field Service Division of the State
Library, resulting naturally from its given mission, represented a
one-way flow of assistance. They have been perpetuated in the systems.
Other system-generated services also have tended to be of the give-
receive kind, so that a considerable number of member libraries have
come to see systems as a paternalistic endeavor rather than one of

shared effort and benefit. This perspective extends even to program

planning and governance.

In some other states efforts have been made to permit every
member library to contribute assistance to other libraries as well as
to receive help. This has been found to improve the quality of service,
permit the adoption of programs not otherwise feasible, and gain strength
and enthusiasm for the organization. The member libraries of Texas
systems, in response to the questionnaire of this study, overwhelmingly
indicated their desire for greater participation.

Recommendation 8. The various programs adoroted by the
library sysems should be carried outwith the participa-
tion of the Maximum number of libraries: all libraries
should give as well as receive system service. State

assistance should favor decentralization of service!
within the systems.

How Should Cooperation Between Library Systems be Fostered?

Intersystem cooperation in library development has tended to be
overlooked and undeveloped in the Texas scene to date. Emphasis has been

given almost exclusively to internal programs of the several systems.
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If this situation should persist some important benefits of cooperation

would be reduced.

Where does the responsibility rest for intersystem cooperation?

Obviously any system may contact any other system to pr;.;?ose joint

programs. For some of the more obvious activities of pctentidl mutual

benefit it is possible that one system might take such initiative,
especially with its nearest neighbor or neighbors. However, for extensive

cooperation, and especially in programs of universal interest, the State

can perform a valuable service by assisting in the planning and coordina-

tion.

There are a number of ways in which this important function may

be given its due share of consideration. A practical means for generat-

ing action would be to require the formulation of both annual and long-

range plans, prepared by the State with the collaboration of the systems.

Specific designation of staff responsible for intersystem concerns would

also encourage their development.

Recommendation 9. The State should assume leadership
in encouraging intersystem cooperative services and
to that end be char ed with leadershi in develo in

short- and long-range plans, assigning intersystem
tasks to staff, and coordinating the resulting programs
in cooperation with the several systems.

To What Extent Should State-Supported Services
Be Delivered Through the Systems?

There are two major services provided by the State Library which,

despite the establishment of systems, still operate largely outside that

framework, namely, interlibrary loan and services for the blind and

physically handicapped. Organized thus, they do not provide full possible

support to the system concept.

A means df strengthening systems is the assignment thereto of

important functions. The resulting convenience and benefits of the co-
operative arrangements improve the quality of services. It is conceiv-

able that the systems might need greater or lesser state support and

participation in some programs than others, but in principle there seem
to be strong arguments in favor of maximum decentralization of library

services to the libraries themselves. The role of the State is best

when it relates to policies, standards, program criteria, coordination,

and program development. Execution is often best done at the "grass

roots."

Interlibrary loan would benefit from substantial transfer of

authority,to the systems (not individual libraries). The current

differences in administration of interlibrary loan and systems' manage-
ment have been obscured by the fact that the Major Resource Centers

have been designated to do both. For that reason most other libraries

have not been fully aware of the administrative differences.

Services for the blind and physically handicapped, effectively
performed in part in a centralized operation, have suffered neglect in
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aspects best performed where the patrons live. (See Appendix G for
an excellent statement of roles for systems and libraries in New York
State.)

It would be worthwhile to undertake a substantial decentralization
of certain services to the several cooperative syStems and their member
libraries, as rapidly as system machinery is prepared to take charge
effectively. The same policy should govern in future determinations of
the locus of program execution.

Recommendation 10. The delivery of library services and
the funding therefor should be decentralized as much as
possible to the individual libraries under the responsi-
bility of system headquarters, including interlibrary
loan and services to the blind and physically handicapped.

How Should State Funding Be Apportioned
To the Several Systems?

There is an infinite variety of possible funding formulas which
could be employed by the State. There is wide discretion currently with
a portion of the federal funds. This has made it possible to give
strong support in FY75 to system development when state funds were
lacking. However, our interest here is in the use of state funds.

Presently the State provides funds for system operations in two
major ways, through appropriations under the Systems Act and other
appropriations, such as that utilized for interlibrary loan. Grants of
state funds to the several systems ma7, be made as follows (Section 14
of the Library Systems Act):

(1) System operation grants
(2) Incentive grants (for library consolidation)
(3) Establishment grants (to establish libraries in

unserved areas)
(4) Equalization grants (to enable system membership

of libraries in jurisdictions of limited taxable
income)

All of the above grants, if made with state money, must be made by
the individual systems, not the State directly, from funds allocated to
the systems under a fixed formula. The formula (Section 7 of the Act),
after provision for administrative expenses of the State, reads as
follows:

"Twenty-five percent of such funds shall Ix
apportioned equally to the major resource sy.tems
and the remaining seventy-five percent shall be
apportioned to them on a per capita basis determined
by the last decennial census."

Incentive, Establishment, and Equalization Grants

To date the systems have not emphasized in their plans the grant
of state funds, or indeed funds of any source, to provide incentive,



establishment, or equalization grants to libraries in their districts.

On the other hand, the State has made the following grants of these

types, using federal funds:

Incentive grants (for library consolidation):

Hidalgo County, FY74
San Patricio County, FY74

Establishment_grants (New,libraries in unserved areas):

Pittsburg/Camp County, FY72
San Augustine County, FY73
Newton County, FY74
Caldwell/Burleson County, FY74
Nacogdoches County, FY74
Carrizo Springs/Dimmit County, FY75

No equalization grants from state funds have been given to exist-

ing libraries to enable them to upgrade their services in order to qualify

for system membership. The apparent reason for this is that the award,

under the wnrding of the 1969 Act, is tied to "communities with relatively

limited taxable resources." Due to the difficulty of establishing the
existence of such limitation, no grants have been given. The policy

creating such limitation merits reconsideration. However, federal

funds could have been used for upgrading libraries to membership standards,

but were not, indicating a low assigned priority to this program in

recent years.

Recommendation 11. The current category of ielualiza7
tion Vents" should be eliminated from the law, and the

purpose of the existing "incentive grants" be broadened

to include hel to u :rade libraries as necessar

for system membership. Strong concomitant local effort
should be required and grants limited to a maximum of
perhaps twv years, possibly in declining year-to-year
amounts.

From the above discussion it is obvious that in this area yet

another opportunity exists for decentralizing operations from the state

to system level. Since systems are close to the scene, it would be

desirable to encourage them to upgrade the lagging libraries in their

area, encourage consolidation when needed, and help in creating libraries

in unserved areas. Or, if desired, both state and system funds could be

used if this would encourage action. But the important consideration

is the superior ability of the system to assess local needs, make the

necessary contacts and arrangements, monitor progress, and generally

further these objectives. No change in the law is required to encourage

decentralization in this matter, but state participation would be helpful.

Revision of Fixed Formula for Grants

Returning to the formula for distribution of state funds to the

several systems, currently no consideration is given to the square miles of
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area in the system, a factor which has been utilized in some other states,
and merits consideration in Texas on several grounds, one of which is
the wide differences in population densities, especially between east
and west Texas. Except for an equal distribution of the first twenty-
five percent of funds, all is allocated on a population basis.- Inequities
can exist and become greater over the passage of time under these
circumstances. They could be largely guarded against by introducing
an areal element into the formula. This would not need to change the
existing apportionments in any significant degree unless desired.

Recommendation 12. The formula for distribution of
state funds to systems, after provision for state
administrative expenses, should be as follows: Twenty
percent of such funds shall be apportioned equally to
the major resource systems, thirty percent on the basis
of number of square miles of territory, and the remain-
ing fifty percent on a per capita basis determined
by the last decennial census.

Interlibrary Loan Apportionments

The control by the State of the interlibrary loan appropriation,
having been made separately from the systems appropriation, has rested
exclusively with the State. As has been pointed out in the Phase I
report, interlibrary loan is the major feature of system operations and
has been found by libraries of other states with greater experience and
volume in ILL than Texas to be an essential, cohesive element in making
systems work. Even in Texas, however, the degree of separation of ILL
from all other system activities has tended to be apparent only to
Major Resource Centers and a few Size II libraries. In recent months,
however, the centralized operation and control of ILL has become more
apparent.

The insidious tendency of this situation has created policy
disagreements between the State and member public librai!.es, including
the Major Resource Centers, regarding ILL operations. Part of the spirit
of teamwork was lost. Excessive costs per transaction were sometimes
viewed more as a concern of the State than of the participating libraries.
Efforts to reduce these costs, furthermore, were sometimes interpreted
as uudesirable interference by the State in local operations.

If authority and funds for operation of ILL within each system
were delegated to said system, greater interest in maximum service for
lower cost should result. The State would be able to concentrate on
standards and evaluation.

Also, a particularly important role of the State would be the
intersystem features of ILL and the arrangements for settling new
balances of service between systems as well as between non-member
cooperating libraries and systems. Alternatives here would be state
rules for satisfying intersystem service balances or retention of a
percentage of ILL funds by the State for equalizing service eosts.



Recommendation 13. Funds for interlibrary loan programs
should be apportioned among the systems on the same basis as

other operational funds therefor, after providing for the

needs of state technical and administrative support,

together with authority for organization and operation

of interlibrary loan services subject to broad criteria

established by the State.

What Is the Best Type of State Agency to
Coordinate Library Systems?

The concerns of state government for library service are typically

scattered among many agencies. Sometimes one is given a coordinative

role with respect to all libraries. In other cases, a state agency is

charged only with public libraries and public school libraries. Sometimes

higher education also is iacluded. There is no uniform pattern.

The Need for a Comprehensive State Agency to Foster Library Development

The increasing degree of cooperation among libraries, regardless

of the source of sponsorship and funding, and regardless of the character-

istics of its patronage, is leading to demands for central coordinative

state agencies with ample authority to respond to the needs of the broad

library community. Although the development of adequate state agencies
throughout the fifty states as a whole is still in an incipient stage,

the public demand for library service is increasing so rapidly and the

isolation of libraries one from the other is so quickly disappearing, it

is reasonable to assume that stronger and more comprehensive state

library agencies will emerge all over thc nation.

The National Commission on Libraries and Information Science is

itself calling on the states to develop library agencies fully empowered

to deal effectively with other states and with the federal government on

behalf of the entire range of library interests and organizations within

its bOrders.

As pointed out in the Phase I report, Texas is a state in which

a single state department, the State Library, has been given the broad

assignment of encouraging the development of all libraries. Nevertheless,

in some matters, subsequent legislation has been limiting, such as the

Library Systems Act of 1969, which does not permit other than public

libraries from participating in the systems. Also, important statewide

statistical information is missing in some library areas.

Recommendation 14. The State of Texas should possess a

state agency empowered to asiiist all libraries regardless

of primary sponsorship or funding, encourage their
volqntary cooperative endeavors, and represent the

library community officially in interstate and national

questions.
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The Character and Hierarchical Position of a State Library Agency

The organizational designation and hierarchical placement of central
state library agencies varies considerably from state to state. There
does not appear to have been a preferred manner of locating this activity
within state government, de.pite uniformity found in many other top organ-
izational patterns of states. While the following is not a list of
all variations, they are illustrative, and at least one state with the
indicated organization is mentioned:

Selected State Library Agencies

( 1) Public Li.oLary Service; executive board appointed
by the governor; director named by the board (Alabama)

( 2) State Library; department of education; director
named by governor (California)

( 3) State Library; department of education, state
commissioner of education, who delegates powers to
deputy state librarian (Colorado)

( 4) State Library; state library committee; state
librarian appointed by committee (Connectibut)

( 5) State Library; department of state; head of division
of library services (Florida)

( 6) State Library; state librarian appointed by
governor (Georgia)

( 7) State Library; state library director appointed
by elected secretary of state/state librarian(Illinois)

( 8) State Library; appointed by governor (Kansas,
Kentucky, Maine, Nevada)

( 9) State Library; suite library board; state librarian
elected by people (Mississippi)

(10) State Library; board of regents of the university;
deputy commissioner of education (appointment not
specified in library law) - (New York)

(11) State Library; library board appointed by state
board of education; state librarian appoin.ad by
library board (Ohio)

No two states appear to have identical arrangements for the state
library agency, its governing structure, and appointive methods. However,
some similarities can be found.



State Library Commissions

Of particular interest is that the following states are quite
similar to Texas in having governing boards or commissions appointed by
the governor, and these bodies in turn appoint the state librarian:
Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina,
Virginia, and West Virginia. Except that some of the commission members
may be designated by law or appointed by other than the governor, the

following states also have structures similar to Texas: Massachusetts,
Missouri, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, South Dakota, Utah,
Washington, Wyoming, and Connecticut.

State Libraries in Education Agencies

A notably different pattern of governance is followed in another
large group of states, namely the placement of the state library in an
educational agency of the state. Among the states where this is true

are the following: Alaska, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Hawaii,
Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Wisconsin.
Of these, there is presently a movement in Pennsylvania to set up a
library commission, separate from the educational hierarchy, and proposed
legislation has been drafted for this purpose.

Criteria Important to the Hierarchical Position of a State Library

Obviously, an important factor is the freedom of the library
community and its voice and collaborator in state government to arrive
at policy decisions without undue influence of irrelevant concerns. In

most cases a separate state agency is favored for this purpose, rather
than having the function as a division of a large department, such as
education, whose primary objectives and attention are directed to other
matters. On the other hand, a disadvantage can be that as a 3eparate
agency, the state library becomes a smaller entity and loses the day-to-

day support of a large and influential agency. Or, as in Illinois, the

support of an elected official (in that case the seEretary of state)

may be foregone by a separate library agency.

Another aspect for state libraries that form a part of education

agencies is the possibility of facilitating joint programs between
school, public, and academic libraries. However, even though a part of
an education agency, state libraries in some states have not developed
as many cooperative programs among types of libraries as one would expect

under the circumstances, thereby discounting their value in fostering
cooperation.

Another consideration is the'hierarchical proximity of the library
agency to the governor. It might be assumed that an agency reporting
directly to,the governor would gain puwer in achieving its goals. In some

states, or with some personalities this might happen. However, in general,

the states with these arrangements, mostly smaller statec, have not
surpassed the achievements of others. In large states, it could be expect-
ed that someone on the governor's staff would assume the role of alter
ego. Thls would mean that direct access to the govArnor would be blocked
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perhaps as effectively as if the state library were a division of a larger
department. Furthermore, the chain of authority would be blurred, and
it would become more difficult for the public and the 11, -ary community
to know just where important decisions were being made, mc to whom appeals
should be taken whenever problems arose.

The existence of a lay commission also may have its weaknesses.
Its members are usually lacking in time, making it difficult for them
to stay informed. The more active the library programs become, a circum-
stance which now appears to be an inevitable trend, the greater will be
the burden on commission members. Also, since they are not usually
salaried persons of the state government, their interest in and attention
to library affairs can diminish. The members may vary widely in under-
standing of their role. Even though appointed by the governor or other
high state official they may have little personal or political influence
on behalf of the library's programs and appropriations. They may not be
impartial judges of issues in contention. They may impede the library
administration in effective program formulation or, on the other hand,
exercise a calm and restraining influence on bureaucratic excesses.

However, no system will operate perfectly. Our search is merely
for the best. It appea-s that in large stetes particularly, the library
commission may be made to function as effectively as any and better than
some. When appointed by the governor it obtains a desirable hierarchical
status. Its members tend to be broadly interested in library service
and not partisan representatives. It can serve the state library as a
sounding board for policy formulation, evaluate its performance, and hear
appeals for policy changes or from administrative impositions. Keen
judgment and goodwill of the members, along with willingness to curb the
possible excesses of one of their own number, can serve a state and its
state library well.

An important aspect of a state library headed by an independent
commission is its neutral position in the library field. It can speak
for all libraries in matters of major policy if so authorized, without
being labeled as partial to any professional group or point of view.
As already mentioned, state libraries are assuming greater and greater
importance for the whole library community as progress accelerates.
Therefore, a state library so governed may be made to work effectively
for the development of all libraries in the state, regardless of type
or sponsorship. This could be made to constitute an objective of the
library community.

Recommendation 15. The Texas State Library and
Historical Commission, appointed by the Governor,
should be supported by the library community as
the preferred form of gpvernance of a State Library
independent of any other executive runcy of the
State. The State Librarian should eontinue to be
appointed by nnd res_ponsible to the Commission.
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What Should Be the Role of the State Library
and Historical Commission?

The duties of the State Library and Historical Commission with

respect to library systems are found in the general statutes relating to

their authority as well as in the 1969 Library Systems Act. In thinking

about the future role of the Commission it is worthwhile to review their

major functions as now set forth by law. The Commission:

( 1) Shall be responsible for the adoption of all policies,
rules and regulations so as to aid and encourage
libraries, collect materials relating to the history
of Texas and the adjoining states, preserve, classify
and publish the manuscript archives and such other
matters as it may deem proper, diffuse knowledge
in regard to the history of Tqxas.

( 2) Shall have the power and authority to transfer books
and documents to other libraries which are supported
by state appropriation.

( 3) Is authorized to accept, receive, and administer
federal funds made available by grant or loan or
both to improve the public libraries of
Texas.

( 4) May enter into contracts or agreements with the
governing bodies and heads of the counties, cities,
and towns of Texas to meet the terms prescribed by
the United States and consistent with state law for
the expenditure of federal funds for improving

public libraries.

( 5) Is authorized to adopt a state plan for improving
public library services and public library
construction.

( 6) Shall establish and develop a state library
system.

( 7) Shall appoint an advisory board of five librarians
(for advice on library systems).

( 8) Shall approve an annual plan for development of
the system.

( 9) May establish and develop major roisource systems in

conformity with the plan for a state library
system.

(10) S1,111 accredit libraries for system membership on the

bnrds of standards established by the Commission.
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(11) May reorganize, merge, or partially transfer a major
resource system with approval of the appropriate
governing bodies of libraries comprising the
system.

(12) May enter into contracts and agreements with the
governing bodies of other libraries, including but
not limited to other public libraries, school libraries
and media centers, academic libraries, technical
information and research libraries, or systems of
such libraries, to provide specialized resources and
services to the major resource systems.

(13) May designate major resource centers from existing
public libraries on the basis of criteria approved
by the Commission.

(14) May revoke the designation of a major resource center
which ceases to meet the criteria for a major resource
center or which fails to comply with obligations stated
in the resolution or ordinance agreements.

(15) May designate area libraries within each major resource
system service area to serve,the surrounding area with
library services from among existing public libraries
and on the basis of criteria approved by the Commission.

(16) Is empowered to revoke the designation of an area
library,

(17) May accredit community libraries and terminate clieir
membership if they lose their accreditation fail

comply with obligations stated in the reso.L: ii.ya or
ordinance agreement.

(18) Shall approve rules and regulations for adm:.0itio.ati,-
of the program of state grants, including qudlifl,..L
tions for major resource system membership.

(19) May use funds appropriated by the Texas Legisluture for
personnel and other administrative expenses to carry
out the provisions of the Library Syprem Act.

The first five responsibilities listed above were assigned to the
Commission in legislation dating as early as 1909,antedating the Library
Systern s. ct of 1969. (The broad responsibility or aiding and encouraging
all li'xaries was adopted in 1909.) The remaining fourteen responsibilitie
are set torth in the Systems Act. Clearly the Systems Act added sub-
stantially to the duties and responsibilities of the Commission with
respe,-t to public. tibrs. :PS. If original intentions of the Texas Library
Association had been emhodial the Act, it also would have charged the
Commission with greater cesponsibillry to assist other types of librroles
through the systems approach.
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Future Responsibilities of the Commission

In increasing the authority of any institution the inevitable
question arises whether another institution might be equally deprived

of authority. If so, interinstitutional conflict may arise. This

situation does not appear to obtain in this case. Instead, there

appears to be a hiatus of responsibility and authority on tl.c? 'Ale hand,

which needs to be filled for the benefit of the future prospe;:ts of
library service and, on the other hand, actual and unnecessary restraints
on the Commission which limit its effectiveness on behalf of needed

library service.

The role of the Commission should be facilitative, helpful,
coordinative. It should encourage opportunities for impro-ring the
informational, educational, cultural, and recreational programs of

libraries. It should help the libraries do what they want to do if it

makes sense and the public approves. Deliberate and analytical in its
approach, the Commission must be alert to developing opport:unities and
improved methods and lean to the side of leadership. ThL Zommission

should encourage innovation and experimentation lookiv.g toward im-

proved methods. It should speak up on policy proposals which requlre
the understanding and approval of organized political forces at the
state and local levels. It should serve as a rallying vint tqose

who best understand the value of libraries to society and wisli
inform the citizenry on related issues of public policy.

These general concerns should be reflected in suitable fashion
in the law providing for library systems. The Commissinn members, coming

as they do with a background of broad community interests, ars suited

as laymen for considering the full range of library inte.i7Itste.

Recommendation 16. The Texas State Librcry2lad Historical
Commission should be given ample authorit! Ir, law to

encourage and support c program of cooperacive systems

open to all libraries un a voluntary basis.

Improving the Statement of the Legal Responsibilities of the Commission

Possible modifications of the more specific responsibilities
listed above for the Commission will depend upou certain basic decisions

of the governance and operations of cooperative systems and will be

dealt with in other sections of this report, or in the following phase

of the study when guidelines have been provided to the consultant'. In

general it would appear that membership accreditation, service plans, and

system criteria will continue to be logical elements, although considera-

tion needs to be given regarding which language would best be incorporated

in the law and which in the rules.

II) addition to the nineteen responsibilities listed above, the

need for stating other responsibilities now only implied or not clearly

delineated should be examined in drafting amendatory legislation. For

comparable functions and authorities in the fifty states see Appendix H.

224
11-22



The Commission occupies a unique position organizationally. It

has no superior authority engaged in-close oversight of its performance
and the redirection or stimulation of its efforts. In case of a major
conflict involving the Commission, it is probable that discreet inquiry
would come from the Governor and members of the Legislature. But this
would be rare beyond an occasional local coacern. No one exercises
detailed supervision over the Commission.

How then does it go about leaPlilng Its job and maintaining work-
able relationships with all other orgcuizaLional entities in the library
field? Generally the interplay of the various organizational and
social interests and the bureaucratic olerations of the libraries includ-
ing the State Library give the Commission clues. At least in the case
of conflicts the Commission can hear the parties and render a verdict
or call for administrative action. And for program direction the
members are brought proposals for consideration and adoption. They
receive reports of program performance. These and other means for
Commission orientation exist.

But im addition to the activities of the library organizations
and the process of program review and appraisal, the law can be an
excellent guide. The law need not be limiting or detailed. Indeed, it
can be stimulating and challenging in the broad goals it sets forth,
constructive in channeling of the Commission's interests, and instructive
in the relationships that should exist with the organizations it serves,
coordinates, or directs. It should not be left to chance that Commission
members labor under only partial understanding of their roles when the
law is a major instrument for their guidance and the principal one coming
to them in the governance process. Furthermore, full understanding will
enable members to work more quickly and effectively among themselves.

Recommendation 17. The library system law should%
provide basic and helpful guidance regarding the LIe
of the State Library and Historical Commission in
library development through cooperative systems.

What Should Be the Role of the State Librarian
and His Staff?

The role of a state librarian may vary according to whether he
reports to a policy-making body, an elected official, or to a supervisor
in the bureaucracy. As has already been pointed out,each of these
arrangements is to be found among the various states. Due to the
relatively small amount of time available to a commission for governance
and the policy characteristics of the functions performed, a state
librarian usually has a broader scope of responsibility under this
structure than any other, with the probable exception of those that
report directly to a governor or, as in Mississippi, one that is elected.

In accord with the current pattern of commission governance in
Texas, which is suitable to the oversight of cooperative systems, the
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State Librarian occupies a key position in assisting library development.

The advent of federal and, more recently, state funding, has made the

job a critical one on behalf of libraries. While the role of the State

Librarian has been enlarged recently with respect to public libraries in

particular under provisions of federal and state law, it also looms

larger generally for state government and all other libraries.

Under legislation adopted prior to the Library Systems Act of

1969, the State Librarian's responsibilities included the following:

( 1) To draft for Commission consideration
all policies, rules and regulations so as

to aid and encourage libraries.

( 2) To discharge all administrative and executive
functions of the Commission.

( 3) To appoint an Assistant State Librarian and

such other assistants as are necessary.

( 4) To give, as delegated by the Commission, advice

to such persons as contemplate the establish-

ment of public libraries, and to conduct library

institutes and encourage library association.

( 5) To transfer, under delegated authority of the

Commission, books and documents to other
libraries which are supported by state appropria-
tion, and to exchange duplicate books and
documents or to dispose of such books and

documents to any public library, state or local.

( 6) To develop a state plan for improving public

library services and for public library construc-
tion and to administer the plan.

( 7) To ascertain the condition of all public libraries

and report the results to the Commission.

Upon passage .of the Library Systems Act of 1969 additional duties

were assigned to the State Librarian directly and also indirectly as the

executive officer of the Commission, including the following:

( 8) To assist the Commission in establishing and

developing a state library system.

( 9) To submit an annual plan for the development

of the system for review by the Advisory Board

and approval by the Commission.

(10) To assist the Commission in establishing and

developing major resource systems.
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(11) To assist the Commission in designating major
resource centers and area libraries.

(12) To formulate, with the advice of,the System
Advisory Board, and submit to the Commission for
approval, rules and regulations necessary to the
administration of state grants, including qualifica-
tions for major resource system membership.

(13) To administer the program of state grants and
promulgate the rules and regulations approved by
the Commission.

It will be noted that the law emphasizes the role of the State
Librarian in formulating policies for .the ultimate consideration and
adoption of the Commission. The incumbent is truly an executive for
the Commission. Nevertheless, the law makes clear that the State Librar-
ian shall have sole authority over the Library's personnel, thereby giving
him the most essential power for internal management if he is to be held
responsible for results in carrying out adopted policies. This continuum
of staff formulation and recommendation of policy (with participation of
interested parties whenever indicated), Commission decision on policy,
staff execution of policy, staff evaluation of program execution,
Commission review of executive performance and hearing of any appeals
therefrom, and Commission modification of policy where determined to be
needed, is typical of the neVer-ending administrative process of this type
of organization. It has been found to be a viable means of identifying
and refining objectives, organizing for action, resolving conflicts over
participation and benefits, and adjusting goals and means as conditions
change.

Executing the Functions of the State Librarian

The administrative circumstances for the State Librarian have
changed considerably with the advent of systems. A greater number of
plans are required and decisions needed. Managerial sophistication has
reached a higher level. It must do so for several reasons. First, the
effectiveness of systems' operations are in the balance and, second, if
the management were not equal to the task the number of complicated

Ales raised to the level of the Commission for decision would be
erwhelming.

To assist the State Librarian,the Division of Library DeVelopment
was oraanized. A description of its staffing and activities is included
in the Phase I report. This Division has recently improved its staffing.
Its administrative procedures are being continually refined. The State
Librarian has the uuthority to a'Agn the Assistant State Librarian
such supervisory functions over ttle Division as he sees fit, and he
has done so in a manner to extend his influence and facilitate more
rapid administrative decisions essential to smooth and effective opera-
tions.
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The administrative relationships with which the State Librarian

and the Division of Library Development are faced are not unique.

State-local cooperation is becoming more and more important. In this

case, however, a less common form, namely a multiple, organized relation-

ship of many local entities with the State, has been adopted. Similari-

ties may be found in the Education Service Centers and the Texas Educa-

tion Agency, and to councils of governments and the Texas Division of

Planning Coordination. If, however, all libraries, public, academic,
school, and special join together for system benefits, a large and

important aggregate of prime sponsors will be united in cooperative

endeavors.

The circumstances of enlarged functions and responsibilities can
require but limited additional time of the members of the Commission

What can be expected of the dtmmission is that their deliberations will

tend to focus ever higher in the sphere of policy, leaving greater areas
of subordinate decisions to the State Librarian and his staff. In order

to do so with assurance, the Commission must be satisfied that (1) the

basic organizational arrangements of the systems are sound in order that

problems will be solved at the lowest possible levels in the administea-

tive hierarchy, (2) that the responsibilities enumerated for the Com-

mission in,the law are delegated as appropriate in written form to the

State Librarian, and (3) that the Division of Library Development is

adequately staffed and is equipped with the managerial authority and
procedures equal to the task it is assigned.

Another unit of the State Library, the Division for Blind and

Physically Handicapped, has not yet linked its operations to systems,
and the question is pending of how systems can best be utilized to

strengthen and extend these services. The resolution of this question

rests with the State Library, in cooperation with the several systems.

The way appears open to greater involvement of individual libraries as

needed on behalf of these patrons.

Recommendation 18. The role of the State Librarian
should be elaborated by statute, but particularly by
the rules of the Commission, to insure that vigorous
program execution of the systems concept J.s possible.

In turn, the Division of Library Developmpnt should
develop, for approval of the State Librarian,
administrative regulations which set forth the
Division's role for clarification within the State
Library and for the information of all member libraries.



III. STATUTORY PROVISIONS FOR LIBRARY SYSTEMSi
A REVIa OF AMERICAN LIBRARY LAWS

The analysis of existing legislation for library systems in
other states provides information essential to the formulation of alter-
native models of organization and governance for the Texas Library System
and to the content and specificity of proposed or amendatory legisla-
tion. Statutory provisions of several states contain valuable informa-
tion concerning the organization and governance of their respective
library systems, aspects of which may have applicability to Texas.
Additionally, the content of the legislation with respect to specific
provisions not included in the Texas Library Systems Act and also with
respect to the relative balance between statutory and administrative
rules and regulations demands consideration.

While same states have enacted a comparatively detailed body of
statutory law dealing with library systems, others have passed more
permissive legislation which delegates broad powers to a state agency,
official, or board. Still others have developed library systems with-
out benefit of specific legislation. House Bill 1384 enacted in May,
1975, by the Colorado Legislature, for example, provided a legal basis
for the already existent regional library service systems of that state.

For the purpose of this analysis, statutory provisions for library
systems of the following states will be examined: California, Colorado,
Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New York, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. With the exception of the Colorado
law, the analysis is based on the legislation as presented in American
Library Laws (Ladenson, 1973). Specific citations are presented at
the end of this chapter.

Administration of Library Systems
at the State Level

Responsibility for the administration of library systems at
the state level has been vested in boards or commissions by six of the
eleven states: Colorado, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, Ohio,
and Oklahoma. Three states have designated the state librarian as the
official responsible for library systems, bvt of these (California,
Illinois, and Pennsylvania), Illinois and Pennsylvania have also
established appointed advisory bodies to the state librarian. The
Commissioner of Education of the State of New York has been delegated
responsibility for systems development and operations in that state,
while library systems in Wisconsin fall under the supervision of the
Division for Library Services, a division of the Wisconsin Department
of Public Instruction.
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Organizationally, responsibility for library systems is located

in an independent library agency inonly three of the eleven states:

New Hampshire, Ohio, and Oklahoma. The Board of Library Commissioners

of the State of Massachusetts has considerable statutorily defined

independencebut nominal supervision is exercised over the Board by

the Department of Education. The state agencies, officials, or bodies

concerned with library systems in California, Colorado, Michigan, New

York, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin are organizational components of the

states' departments of education. In Illinois, the secretary of state

is designated state librarian, and the Illinois State Library is a

division of the secretary of state's office.

The responsible authority for library systems in each of the

states is listed below:

California: State Librarian (the state library is a
division of the department of education)

Colorado: State Board of Education

Illinois: State Librarian (advised by the Advisory
Committee of the Illinois State Library)

Massachusetts: Board of Library Commissioners (appointed

by the governor)

Michigan: State Board for Libraries (appointed by
the governor; the state library is an
agency of the department of education)

New Hampshire: State Library Commission (6 members;
5 appointed by the governor, 1 a member
of the state hoard of education; the
state library Is an independent agency)

New York: Commissioner of Education

Ohio: State Library Board (appointed by the
state board of education, hut functions

as an independent body)

Oklahoma: Oklahoma Department of Libraries Board
(appointed by the governor)

Pennsylvania: State Librarian (odvised by the Advisory

Council on Library Development appointed
by the uavernor; the state library is an
office of the department of education)

Wisconsin: Division for Library Services (a division
of the department of public instruction)
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Statutory Provisions for the Delineation
of Library Systems

The shape of library systems, that is,.the geographic and
political jurisdictional areas included, the number and size of libraries,
and the types of libraries permitted to participate, as well as certain
basic features of organizational structure, are generally statutorily
defined. This legal definition of library systems has typically been
accomplished in one of two ways. In some state legislation, multiple
definitions of library systems are provided, thus allowing a degree of
local flexibility in the development of systems. Such definitions,
however, are normally subject to subsequent provisions of minimum
standards which may in fact limit the range of defined variationt.
Other states limtt system development to areas defined by existing
political subdivisions, primarily counties. The second legislative
approach to the delineation of systems has been by administrative
definition of systems. Although elements of each approach are found
in the majority of legislation, each strategy is treated separately
below.

Multiple Definition of Library Systems

California, Illinois, Michigan, and New York provide for a
variety of system configurations. Both California and Michigan define
three types of systems:

(1) a library system consisting of a single
public library;

(2) a consolidated library system involving
the consolidation (merger) of two or more
public libraries into a single library;

(3) a cooperative (or federated) library
system in u'.f.ch two or more public libraries
enter Into a written agreement to implement
a plan of service.

Illinois has provisions for consolidated and cooperative systems
corresponding to the definitions above, but limits a single library
system to tax-supported public libraries serving a city of over 500,000
population. The State of New York has legislated the following types
of systems:

(1) a library established by one or more
counties;

(2) a group of libraries serving an area
including one or more counties 3.n whole
or in part;

0) a library of a city containing one or
more counties;
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(4) a cooperarive library system with a plan

of library service approved by the com-
missioner of aeucacion.

In addition to the definition of library systems, the legisla-

tion of three of these states further delimits the establishment of

systems. Illinois and New York also require conformance with popula-

tion and area criteria: Illinois requires that a system serve at

least 150,000 inhabitants or an area of not less than 4,000 square

miles, and New York requires a minimum population served of 200,000

or 4,000 square miles. The New York law does, however, provide for

provisional approval of systems serving a minimum of 50,000 persons

including an area consisting of three or more political subdivisions

on submission and approval of a five-year plan for the satisfactory

expansion of service. Illinois law also contains a similar provision.
Library systems in Michigan must serve a population of at least 100,000

or a population of at least 50,000 if the area served has a popula-

tion of 35 persons or less per square mile.

Ohio and Oklahoma have legislated multi-county library systems,

with the requirement that systems include two or more counties.

Legislation of these states contains no additional population or

geographic criteria. Wisconsin has also legislated county-based systems,

but provides for consolidated systems serving a single county and

federated or cooperative systems serving one or more counties. Unlike

Ohio and Oklahoma, the Wisconsin law specifies additional standards

for library systems inciuding: a population served of 85,000 or more

(with provisions for temporary certification of systems with a popula-

tion served of 80,000 according to the 1970 U.S. Census); the participa-

tion of one public library in a city of greater than 30,000 population

(or for existing multi-jurisdictional systems covering at least 3,500

square miles and meeting all other requirements, access by contract

to such a library); and the ability of each county to meet standards

of financial support set by the Division for Library Services.

The Colorado law simply defines regional library service system

as "...an organization of publicly supported libraries established to

provide cooperative interlibrary services within a designated geograph-

ical area." The procedure by which geographical areas are designated,

however, is not specified.

Administrative Definition of Library Systems

The laws of three states--Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and

Pennsylvania--provide for administrative determination of library

systems. Massachusetts, for example, has vested responsibility for the

establishment of regional public library systems in the Board of Library

Commissioners, with the proviso that the number of systems established

by the Board not exceed fivP. Legislation enacted by New Hampshire

divides the state into foul library districts for the purpose of

establishing a "state-wide system of coopelative library service,"
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but authorizes the State Library Commission to fix geographic
boundaries and to designate additional districts. The State Librarian
of Pennsylvania, with the approval of the Advisory Council on Library
Development, is mpowered by law to designate up to 30 libraries as
District Library Centers, and, by implication, establish district
boundaries.

Participation by Libraries: Eligible
Libraries and Library Classifications

Among the 11 states, eligibility for participation as members
is generally limite,; to public libraries. Several states, however,
provide for the participation of school, academic, private, and special
libraries through contractual agreements with the governing bodies
of the library systems. Others involve non-public libraries by special
designation. The legislation of two states provides for direct participa-
tion by school, academic, and private libraries. The majority of the
legislation does not detail the conditions under which such libraries
may participate in system operations.

Participation of Libraries in Systems

Legislation of only two of the states contains specific
provisions allowing school, academic, and special libraries to elect
to participate in library systems: Colorado and New Hampshire. Four

others (Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin) provide for the
participation of non-public libraries by granting the systems' governing
bodies the authority to contract with other libraries, while the
Pennsylvania law authorizes the designation of academic libraries as
Regional Library Resource Centers or District Library Centers. Of the
11 states, Massachusetts appears to be the only state that has enacted
legislation effectively limiting system participation to public
libraries.

Library Classifications

Unlike Texas, statt:tc.ry provisions for library systems in the
states examined do not include detailed membership classifications.
Mbreover, where such classifications exist, they are typically functional
designations. The laws of four states, for example, contain pro.Asions
for the designation of statewide resource centers or libraries. In

Massachusetts, the Boston Public Library is designated as the state's
reference and research library of last recourse and provides "backstop"
services to a regional network of public libraries operating as Regional
Reference and Research Centers through contracts with the Board of
Library Commissioners. Similarly, the State Library Board of Ohio is
empowered to designate, subject to the approval of the libraries'
governing boards, libraries as Resource Centers for the purpose of
establishing a reference and information network.

The Illinois law instructs the State Librarian to designate
Research and Reference Centers including the University of Illinois



Library, Chicago Public Library, Southern Illinois University Library,

and the Illinois State Library. Special collection libraries may also

be so designated with the approval of their governing boards. The

law establishes a committee composed of the head librarians of the

four institutions listed above and the Chairman of the AdVisory Com-

mittee of the Illinois State Library for the purpose of eStablisling

long-range acquisition policies to strengthen existing collections,

avoid unnecessary duplication, and determine rules and regu1ation:7

under which the libraries' resources will be made available to thr

residents of the state.

The State Librarian of Pennsylvania is also charged with the

designation of that state's Regional Librar: Resource Centers: the

Free Library of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania State Library, Pennsylvania

State University Library, and the Carnegie Library of 'Pittsburgh.

Like Illinois, a committee of the head librarians of these libraries,

chaired in Pennsylvania by the State Librarian, is charged with the

responsibility to plan the acquisition of major research collections
and then make rules and regulations for their accessibility on a state-

wide basis. District Library Centers, which may include local, state,

and public or private college and university libraries, are alsn

designated by the State Librarian with the approval of the Advisory

Council on Library Development. The District Library Centers are

authorized to contract with cities, boroughs, towns, townships, school

districts, county and local libraries for the provision of libraty

services, and also to provide direct library services to persons

residing in the district, and supplemental library services to lncal

libraries within the district.

Of the states examined, New Hampshire comes closest to legislat-

ing classifications for system participants. The ';ew Hampshire law

provides for Affiliated Libraries and Service Center Libraries.

Affiliated Libraries are simply system members. Snrvice Center Li-

braries are system members approved by the vstem's advisory council

and the State Library Commission (on the basis of sta-.e standards)

for the purpose of providing improved book collections and other library

services for neighboring communities.

The legislation of New York and Wisconsin (New York by implica-

tion and Wisconsin specifically) provide for the designation of head-

quarters libraries. Four states--California, Colorado, Michigan, and

Oklahoma--make no reference to classification of libraries in their

laws.

Establishment of.Library Systems

The legal provisions for establishment of library systems in

s.ates in which the systems are not administratively defined vary

mewhat, but also exhiiit a considerable degree of commonality.

7ypically, all states require two primary actions: (1) joint ap-

proval of the formation of te system by the governing authoritie!, o.
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participating libraries, and (2) submission and approval of a plan of
service by the state. The procedures for the establishment of library
systems in those states which have enacted comparatively detailed
legal provisions for this purpose are outlined below.

California

California legislation links the formation of library systems
to the grant application process. Sinlc-library and conEalidated
library systems are required to submit grant applications to the
State Librarian, accompanied by a plan of service approved by official
resolution of the governing body (city council, county board, or govern-
ing board of a library district). Cooperative library systems are also
required to include in the plan of service the designation of an
executive committee appointed by the governing bodies of particivting
libraries.

The plans of service are then submitted to the State Board of
Education which has 30 days to submit written comments. If the
State Librarian approves a plan of servik:e, a contract must be executed
between the State Librarian and the system's governing body specify-
ing services to be rendered.

Illinois

Establishment of a library system in Illinois requires the
formal avvroval of the boards of directors of all participating
libraries, followed by election of a system board of directors. An
application is then submitted to the State Librarian together with a
plan of service for approval.

New York

The Commissioner of Education is charged with approving the
plans of service submitted by the boards of trustees of New York's
library systems. The state law contains the proviso that no plan of
service will be approved that does not provide for the loan of books
and materials among participating libraries for use an the same basis
permitted by the library that owns or,Wntrols the books or materials.

Ohio

As in the preceding states, Ohio law also requires that estab-
lishment of a library system include approval by the boards of trustees
of participating libraries, followed by submission of an application
and plan of service to the State Library Board. Subject to rules and
regulations established by the state board, which require system
governance by a board of trustees, the application must include the
number of trustees, the manner of selection, the term of office, and
provisions for filling vacancies as determined by the governing boards
of participating libraries.
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Okl,a_b_oru

Creation of Oklahoma's county-based library systems requires
approval by crdinance or resolution (or alternatively by general election
upon petition of not less than ten percent of qualified electors to the
Board of County Commissioners of each county) by the Boards of County
Commissioners and by the governing bodins of all cities or towt4t, of
2,000 or more (or county seat if not cities of 2,000 pop,lation) within

the proposed district specifying: 1) the type of system to be cr(tated,
2) the district to be served, 3) the organization of the system governtng
board, and 4) provisions for system financing. The resolution or
ordinance constitutes the system's application for accreditation by the
Oklahoma Department of Libraries Board.

Wisconsin

Wisconsin legislation authorizes the establishrimt of county
library planning committeeS appointed by county board, .r the per-
formance of planning functions by existing library br...1 where they
coordinate or administer all county library services, committees

are empowered to prepare plans for county or multi-court puhlic library

systems. The committees' final reports including plans fer initial and
long-range services and copies of written agreements au'lig participating
libraries constitute the application submitted to the Division 2or

Library Services for approval. Plans for multi-county systems must in-
clude a method for allocating system board membership among library
representatives and public members.

Administration of Library Systems
at the S-7stem

The majority of states have provided for I.oards or councils,
representative of the systems' membership, to govern system operations
within the framework of rules and regulations established by statute
or directive of the state authority designated 7e,..ponsibility for

library systems. Eight states bnve established such bodies by legis-
lation, while the laws of three ,Lates (California, New York, and Peun-
sylvania) are somewhat vague iv. zhis regard. California's law, for
example, requires that the plan of service submitted by a cooperative
system include designation of :2al ''executiv committee" appoir:ted by

the governing bodies of participating libraries, but does not specify
the organizational structure or the powers vested in that body. Thn

legislation of the State of New York contains references to 4 syscem
"board of trustees," but also fails to defi:Ae its composition, organiza-

tion, or powers. Although Pennsylvania statutes contain no direct reter-
ence to a system board or similar organization, they do require, as a
prerequisite to state aid, that the local library board commit the
library to participation in the District Library Center Cooperative
Program including attendance at district meetings, use of interlibraty
loan and interlibrary reference services. Of the remaining eight states
two have established advisory councils, while six have legislated some

form of governing board.
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AdvisorY Cgunc1.1:1

Legislation dealing with library systems in Massachusetts and
New Hampshii- places major responsibility for systems at the state level.
Both states provide for the administrative determination of F'stems as
discussed previously, and have wide latitude for the administrative
direction of system operations. Consistent with the relative balance
of state-local authority for library systems as defined by law, both
have created advisory councils at the system level.

Massachusetts. For each of the regional publir library systems
established by the Board of Library Commissioners of Massachusetts, the
law requires that the board also establish an advisory council consisting
of the chief librarian or one trustee designated by the board of trustees
of each city or town in the regional area. Although the law contains no
specific provisions defining the scope of authority of the advisory
councils, the statement that the "... advisory councils shall make sugges-
tions and recommendations to the board of library commissioners...." con-
cerning the systems would seem to indicate their role to be advisory
rather than administrative.

New Hampshire. The advisory councils established by law in
New Hampshire -tonsist of one representative of each memb.:.r library
elected by the board of trustees of each library. Representatives may
be a librarian,'member of the board of trustees, or any other person
designated by the local board, and serve terms.of thre.! yeal..s. Defined
as policy-making bodies, the advisory councils are delegated responsi-
bility for developing a program of services, providing lialson among
rember libraries and the state commission, and to make ecomr-ndations
to the state commission concerning qualifying standarc., for state aid,
new services, and location of service center libraries. The state
library commission, however, is charged with the provision of centralized
library services including centralized purchasing and processing, "... and
such other services which in the opinion of the state libraij commission
can be performed more economically 'oy the state than by the di%tit or
affiliated libraries." Staff, to pr:wide "... professial leadership
for the district...", is employed by the state library commission.

Governing Boards

Six states have legislated some type of governing board with tne
responsibility for administration of library systems at the system level.
In fact, the administrative perogatives of all of these bodies are cir-
cumscribed to a certain degree by the legislation, particularly with
respect to the scope and areas of authority delegated the state. Howear,
they are generally given broad powers to direct, administer, and goiern
the system operations of the libraries they represent. The formation of
governing boards, their membership, number, organization, and manlier of
selection, has been treated legislatively in one of two ways. The first
is through the definition of relatively detailed guidelines largely
defining the boards' composition, selection, and organization. Other
states have enacted legislation requiring conformance with broad stand-
ards while allowing considerable discretion of participating libraries
in organizing for system governance. 237
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The legislation of Oklahoma and Wisconsin illustrates the first

approach.

Okkahoma. Oklahoma law establishes a system board of trustees

and requires that the board's membership include at least five members

comprised of one member from each county (to be appointed by the board

of county commissioners), one member from each city of 2,000 population

or greater appointed by the governing body of the city, ot one member

appointed by the governing body of each county seat if there are no

cities of at least 2,000 inhabitants. If the board's membership selected

in this manner is less than five members, the additional members are

selected on a proportional basis agreed to by the county governments in-

volved. Board members serve three-year terms.

Powers and duties granted the syctem board include the following:

-- To adopt rules and regulations of the operation
of a library systew

To purchase, lease, or otherwise acquire land

or buildings or portions of buildings for

library purposes.

To erect, maintain, and operate public library

buildings at one or more places.

- To acquire, by purchase or oth.irwise, books

and other personal property customarily used

in the operation of public libraries in-

cluding necessary motor vehicles.

- To administer the expenditure of any funds

which may become available for library purposes.

To establish a schedule of fees to cover various

services rendered and also to contract with
other persons, including legal counsel and
independent certified public or certified muni-

cipal accounting service.

- To apply, contract for, receive and take

advantage of any funds for library or library
related purposes and services, to execute
agreements, to employ, fix duties and com-
pensation of personnel, and to administer
and direct any programs, plans or projects
in connection with any of the foregoing.

The system board is also required to appoint a librarian of the

libr..ry system who shall be the administrative, executive, and supervisory

officer of the library system and secretary to the system board. Candi-

dates for the position must be a graduate of an ALA accredited library

school.
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Wisconsin. Like Oklahoma, Wisconsin has legislated county-
based systems, requiring the establishment of governing boards, the
composition of which is subject to criteria set out by law according
to type of system (consolidated or federated) and numhe.: of counties
included.

Single-county federated (or cooperative) systems arr zequired
by law to have a governing board of seven members appointed by the county
board. Of the seven members, at least three must be voting members of
library boards of participating public libraries, at least one but not
more than rwo must be members of the county board, and at least one
member must be a voting member of the library board of the system's
headquarters library (Wisconsin law requires that federated systems
designate one participating library as a headquarters library).

The governing boards of federated systems including two or more
counties are required to have a membership of not less than 15 or more
than 20 persons to be appointed by joint action of the county boards
of participating counties. The law stipulates that appointments be
made in proportion to population, with each county entitled to one
representative to a maximum of five members (if more than five counties
are included in the system, county representation is by rotating mem-
bership), one member of the library board of the system's headquarters
library, and the remaining membership composed of members of the library
boards of participating libraries and public members appointed at large
as the county boards determine.

Consolidated (single-county, merged) systems are required to
establish governing boards subject to the same criteria as single-
county federated systems with the exception of the requirement for
desl,mation and representation oc a headquarters library. The govern-
ing boards of consolidated systems are agencies of the county as are
governing boards in single-county federated systems. A governing board
of a multi-county federated system is a joint agency, but constitutes a
a separate legal entity for the following purposes: cuctody and control
of all system funds, to hold title and dispose of property, to construct,
enlarge, and improve buildings, to make contracts, and ic sue and be
sued.

Federated public library system boards are grant.!d the powers
of a public library board under Wisconsin law with respe.:t to system-
wide functions and services. Responsibility for the administration of
a public library system is vested in a head librarian appointed by and
directly responsible to the governing board. In contrast to the legisla-
tion of Oklahoma and Wisconsin, the laws of Illinois, Ohio, and Michigan
permit a greater degree of flexibility among system members in structur-
ing system governing bodies.

Illinois. Cooperative and conlolidated library systems in Illinois
are required by law to establish boards of directors. Comparatively few
restrictions are placed on the ::ormation of the boards, however. The boards
of directors are required to have a membership of from 5 to 15 persons,
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and are limited to a tenure of six years. The number of directors,
manner of selection, term of office, and provision for filling vacancies
are determined by action of the governing boards of participating lib-
raries at a joint meeting. Board membership is limited to members of
the governing boards of participating libraries.

The boards of directors are given the following powers:

- - To develop a plan of service for the library
system.

-- To have exclusive c)ntrol of the expenditure
of all moneys and funds held in the name of
the library system.

- - To purchase or lease ground and to construct,
purchase or lease a building or buildings
for the use of the library system, including
the power to lease personal or real property
(subject to limitations on indebtedness).

- - To appoint and remove a librarian and necessary
assistants, to fix their compensation, and to
retain professional consultants.

- - To contract with library boards, school boards,
or any other library system in the state and to
contract for participation in interstate
library compacts for furnishing or receiving
library service.

-- To amend or alter the system plan of service
subject to approval by the state librarian.

- To accrue and accumulate funds in special
reserve funds pursuant to the provisions of
a plan to acquire realty, improved or unim-
proved, for library system purposes.

- To be a body politic and corporate, to contract
and hold title to property, to sue and be sued,
and to take any action authorized by law.

- - To contract with other library systems for
centralized purchasing and processing of
library materials for public libraries.

Ohio. Ohio law calls for the establishment of boards of trustees
to govern the state's area library service organizations. Provisions of
the law dealing with formation of the boards are quite similar to those
enacted by Illinois. The boards of trustees are required to have at
least 7 and no more than 15 members selected from the boards of trustees
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of participating libraries. The number of trustees, the manner of
selection, the term of office, and the provision for filling vacancies
are left to the determination of the governing boards of participating
libraries, although these must be included in the application for
establishment of the system, and as such are apparently subject to the
approval of the state library board.

The powers of the board of trustees of each area library service
organization are enumerated as follows:

-- To develop plans of service and operation for the
area library service organization.

-- Receive grants, payments, bequests and gifts and
have exclusive control of the expenditure of all
moneys held in the name of the area library service
organization.

-- Expend such funds for library purposes.

- - Make bylaws, rules, and regulations for the
operation and governance of the area library
service organization.

- - Purchase or lease vehicles and other personal
property for the operation of the organization.

-- Purchase, erect, lease, or lease with an option
to purchase, appropriate buildings or parts
of buildings for use-of the organization.

-- Hold title to and have custody of all property,
both real and personal, of the organization.

Appoint and fix the compensation of a director
and necessary assistants who shall have the same
employment status as employees of public libraries.

Elect and fix the compensation of a clerk and
deputy clerk who shall serve for a term of one
year.

- - Enter into contracts with the board of library
trustees of any library organized under (specified
sections of) the Revised Code, the state library
board, the board of county commissioners of any
county, the board of education of any school dis-
trict, the legislative authority of any municipal
corporation, boards of township trustees, colleges,
universities, or public or private agencies and
corporations.
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Under Ohio law, the clerk elected by the board of trustees

serves as treasurer, performing required accounting and financial re-

porting functions, Both the clerk and deputy clerk are required to
execute surety bonds in an amount determined by the board.

Michigan. Michigan has also legislated boards as governing

bodies of library systems. Legal requirements related to the composition

of the boards are limited to their size (8 members) and that the members

be "representative of the area" served by the system.

Federated or cooperative systems are given the option of electing

a system board or designating the board of one of the participating

libraries as the system board. The local boards of single-library or

consolidated systems function as system boards. If a plan of service

plovides for the election of a system board, the state board for libraries

notifies each local board member of the participating libraries of the

meeting, and designates a person to call the meeting to order. Board

members are then elected according to the method proposed in the plan

of service.

System boards in Michigan are granted the following powers:

-- Be a corporate body and a juristic entity.

-- Establish, maintain and operate cooperative
services for the public libraries in the area

served.

-- Appoint a director to administer the system, fix his
compensation, and delegate such powers to the director
as it deems to be in the best interest of the system,

including the power to hire necessary employees.

-- Purchase books, periodicals, library materials,
equipment and supplies for the system.

-- Purchase sites, erect buildings, and lease suitable
quarters, and have supervision and control of
property of the system.

-- Enter into contracts to receive service from or
give service to libraries in the state including

public, school, academic, or special, county
library boards, and political subdivisions of

the state.

-- Have xive c-ontrol of the expenditure of all

system moneyb.

-- Receive ard accept gifts and donations made to the

system,
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-- Make such bylaws and rules necessary for
governance of the system not inconsistent
with the act.

Colorado. The recently enacted Colorado law dealing with regional
library service systems requires that the organizational structure of each
system include a governing board. Specific requirements related to the
boards' composition and establishment are not stated in the law other
than that the organizational structure of each system must be approved
by the state board of education. The governing boards are given the
right to exercise all powers vested in a public library board with the
exception that the boards are not empowered to hold or acquire title to
land or buildings.

Legal Provisions for State
Funding of Library Systems

All of the legislation examined contains specific provisions for
state aid to library systems with the exceptions of Colorado and Oklahoma.
The Colorado law contains no provisions related to funding of system
operations, while the Oklahoma law provides only for grant funds avail-
able to the systems for interim financing of services until local tax
levies for system funding are approved.

The purpose of this section is briefly to describe standards set
forth in the legislation as requirements for state aid, the various types
of aid made available to systems, and the formulae used in the distribution
of funds. Only those provisions related to the financial support of
systems in other states corresponding to the Texas model--cooperative or
federated systems--are examined; however, funding arrangements for state-
wide.: resource libraries are also presented ar such designation represents
an organizational alternative for the Texas System.

California

Grant Categories: (1) Establishment grants
(2) Annual per-capita grants

Qualification Requirements:

a) The system must provide equal access to all participating
libraries and to all residents of the area served by the
system (agreements, reimbursement, or individual user
charges to correct service imbalances are permitted among
participating libraries).

b) The system must provide for the annual addition of 4,000
new book titles if the system population is less than 75
persons per square mile; 7,000 new book titles if the
system population is greater than 75 persons per square
mile.
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c) Have available in a system with a population of less than

75 persons per square mile 100,000 volumes of which 40,000

have been acquired within the preceding ten years; in a

system with a population of greater than 75 persons per

square mile, 200,000 volumes, 60,000 to have been acquired

within the preceding ten years.

d) Have available at least 7,500 reference book titles in the

system's non-circulating collection.

e) Have acquired, in systems with a population of less than

75 persons per square mile, subscriptions to 400 periodicals,

one-half of such periodicals being on microfilm or in back
files for the past ten years; subscriptions to 700 periodi-

cals with three-fourths on file for the past ten years in

systems with a population greater than 75 persons per square

mile.

0 Have expended local funds, excluding capital expenditures,

in the year preceding the application, and budgeted local
funds for the period of the grant equal to a minimum of:

(1) the equivalent of a tax rate of $.15 on each $100

of the total assessed valuation of the area served by each

library in the library system, or (2) $2.50 annually per

capita in the area served by each library in the system,

whichever is less.

g) Not expend less funds per capita from local sources for

operating expenditures than it did during the preceding year.

Additionally, systems are required to execute contracts for grants

with the state librarian. Provisions of the contract include the follow-

ing specificatiom.: the agency or agencies to which payment is to be

made, and the purpuses for which grants are to be expended; that payment

is conditioned upon receipt by the board of any progress report by the

system, if it is one which has been requested for submission by the date

of payment by the state librarian; and that the grant can be expended

only in augmentation, and not in lieu of, local appropriations.

Allocation Formulae:

a) Establishment grants: establishment grants in the annual

maximum amount of $10,000 (for a two-year period) are made

for the system:

(1) for the library of each public agency which
joins with one or more public agencies in
forming a library system.

(2) for the library of each public agency which joins
an established system.
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(3) for each library which is established in a
previously unserved area whirli qualifies
as part of a system for the purpose of
receiving state aid.

b) Annual per-capita grants. California law provides a
relatively complex formula for the determination of annual
per-capita grants based on a number of factors including
equalized assessed valuation of the system areas, assessed
valuation per capita, and population per square mile,
arriving at basic and supplementary weighted population
values which are the primary allocation factor.

Ill:nois

'Grr.nt Categories: (1) Annual equalization grants
(2) Establishment grants
(3) Annual per capita and area grants
(4) Annual grants to Research and Reference

Centers

Qualification Requirements:

Upon application to the state librarian. Specific prior require-
ments for receipt of grant funds are not specified in the law.

Allocati n Formulae:

a) Equalization grants: made to all public libraries for which
the corporate authorities levy a cax for library purposes
at a rate not less than .06% of the assessed equalized value
of all taxable property. If the amount of revenue obtained
is less than $1.50 per capita, the state librarian is author-
ized to make In equalization grant equivalent to the difference
between actual revenue and $1.50 per capita. Continuation of
the grant requires the library to become a member of
library system within two years and to maintain its tax levy
at or above the level at the time the original application
is approved.

b) Establishment grants: upon approval of a library system by
the state librarian one establishment grant may be made in
Coe amount of $25,000 to a system serving one county in whole
or part. For each additional county served in whole or part,
as it joins a system, an additional grant of $15,000 is
authorized.

c) Annual per capita and area grants: to each system approved
by the state librarian on the following basis;

(1) the sum of 50 cents per capita 'of the popu-
lation of the area served, plus
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(2) the sum of $18 per square mile or fraction
thereof of the area served.

d) Annual grants to Research and Reference Centers: the committee
composed of the head librarians of these institutions makes
recommendations to the state librarian for the allocation of
funds appropriated by the Illinois General Assembly for this
specific purpose.

Massachusetts

Grant Categories:

Two types of grants are established by law: grants to individual

libraries and grants to regional public library systems.

Qualification Requirements:

To be eligible for state aid, a regional public library system
must provide service under a plan approved by the board of library com-

missioners. Apparently such approval would be predicated in part on
the requirements for state aid of individual libraries, although not so

specified in the law. These requirements are as follows:

(1) be open to all residents of the commonwealth.

(2) make no charge for 'normal library services.

(3) be kept open aminimum number of hours per week.

(4) employ a trained library worker.

(5) expend a reasonable portion of the library's
total budget for books and periodicals.

(6) lend books to other libraries in the common-
wealth and extend privileges to the holders
of cards issued by other public libraries in
the commonwealth on a reciprocal basis.

Allocation Formulae:

In addition to state aid to systems authorized by law, libraries

designated by the board of library commissioners as regional reference and

research centers are eligible for cost reimbursement for reference and
research books, periodicals and other library materials, an1 personnel

employed in such reference and research service. System f iing is accord-

ing to the following schedule of amounts per capita of servt,d population

per square mile of area served:
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Over 1,000 population
750-999 population
500-749 population
Under 500 population

The law also provides that
of last recourse for reference and
per annum for each resident in the

Mjchjan

Grant Categories:

40 cents per capita
40 cents per capita
50 cents per capita
50 cents per capita

the Boston Public Library, as the library
research services, shall receive $ .025
commonwealth.

Two types of grants are provided by law: aid to library systems
based upon population density; and aid to individual libraries.

Qualification Requirements:

a) The system must conform to certification requirements
for personnel established by the state board for libraries.

b) Individual system members must receive local support
equal to not less than 3/10 mill on the state equalized
valuation of its governmental unit or units (failure
to do so results in revocation of membership).

c) The system must require annual system contributions by
member libraries,' in an amount not less than the
amount per capita received in system aid from the
state, but not less than 10 cents per capita if
system aid is in excess of 10 cents per capita. (The

system board, if authorized by a majority of the local
boards, may require that member libraries reach a
higher level of local support then that stated in
"b" above.)

d) Operate under an approved plan of service including certi-
fication that the library services of the system, and its
member libraries, are available at reasonable times on an
equal basis within the area served to both public and non-
public school libraries and to to all school children in
atteddance at public and nonpublic schools.

Allocation Formulae:

a) Grants to individual libraries: any public library is
eligible for an annual grant of 5 cents per capita if in
the preceding year the library received local support
amounting to 3/10 mill and met minimum standards.

b) Library system grants: to each system in an amount per
capita of its served population, based on the average
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density of population per square mile of the area
served, according to the following schedule:

Population Per Grants

Square Mile Per Capita

Over 35 30 cents

26-35 40 cents

16-25 5C cents

Under 16 60 cents

New Hampshire

Grant Categories: (1) State aid to affiliated libraries
(2) State aid to service center libraries

Qualification Requirements:

The law provides for the establishment of minimum qualifications
for state aid by the state :ibrary commission. Certain requirements
for service center libraries are specified, and are included in the

discussion below.

Allocation Formulae:

a) State aid to affiliated libraries: $100 annual grant for

the purpose of improving the library's reference collection;
plus additional annual aid in the form of dollar-for-dollar
matching grants to be used for the purchase of books and
related materials.

b) State aid to service center libraries: allocated on a

population served basis (not specified). Grants are
limited to a maximum annual amount of $500. The library

must agree to match the grant dollar-for-dollar for
book expenditures and will be expected to participate in
the development program, to issue and honor borrowers'
cards valid statewide, to maintain its book budget at or
above the level existing when it joined the plan, and
to demonstrate its ability to provide adequate library
service.

New York

Grant Categories:

The legislation provides for two tasic types of system grants:
grants designed to strengthen the systems' central libraries, and annual

grants allocated on the basis of multiple criteria.

248
111-20



Qualification Requirements:

To be eligible for state aid, the system must be operating under
an approved plan of service. No other specific requirements for state aid
are stated in the law, although there are provisions for the reduction of
the amount of state aid if local support of a system, participating
libraries, or central library falls below specified levels.

Allocation Formulae:

a) Aid to central libraries:. a library system operating
under a plan of service approved subsequent to May 1, 1958,
with less than 100,000 volumes in its central library may
submit a plan for the acquisition of sufficient books to
result in the central library of such system having a
book stock of 100,000 volumes at the end of a ten-year
period follawing the date of approval. Such system shall
be entitled to receive annually for its central library
four times the number of volumes the library system has
acquired from its own funds exclusive of state aid. At
the end of the ten-year period, or the acquisition of a
book stock of 100,000 volumes, whichever occurs first,
the system shall be entitled to receive annually four-
times the number of volumes the library has acquired from
its own funds exclusive of state aid, not to exceed an
entitlement of 3,000 volumes annually. Upon approval
of a plan for the further development of its central lib-
rary, the system shall be entitled to receive the sum of
five cents per capita of population of the area served
by the system or $15,000, whichever is greater.

b) Annual grants: calculated on the follawing basis:

(I) $10,000 if the system serves less than one
county.

(2) $15,000 if the system serves one entire county.

(3) $20,000 (changed in 1973 to $23,000), if the
system serves more than one county, for each
entire county served and an additional $10,000
for any portion of a county served. Where more
than one system serves a county, each system
receives a pro rata share of an additional
$10,000 based on population served..

(4) 40 cents per capita of population of the
area served.

(5) an amount equal to the amount by which expen-
ditures by the library system for books,
periodicals and binding during the preceding
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calendar year exceeds 40 cents per capita of
population of the area served not to exceed an
entitlement of 30 cents per capita of popula-

tion served.

(6) the sum of 8 dollars per square mile of area
served by the library system for one county
or less, such amount to be increased by 4
dollars for each additional entire county
served, not to exceed 24 dollars per square

mile served. Provision for pro-rated amounts
is made where two or more systems serve the
same county.

Ohio

Grant Categories: (1) Planning grants
(2) Establishment grants
(3) Esseatial services operations grants
(4) Reference services and interlibrary

loan grants
(5) Special program grants

Qualification Requirements:

The law states that all grants shall be made under rules and
regulations adopted by the state library board and under the terms of

written agreements between the state library board and the recipient.

Allocation Formulae:

Not specified.

Pennsylvania

Grant Categories:

The law provides for state aid to local libraries (making parti-

cipation in the District Library Center Cooperative Program a requirement

for eligibility), aid to district library centers, aid to regional library

resource centers, and equalization aid.

Qualification Requirements:

a) The library must be committed to participation in the
District Library Center Cooperative Program by its

local library board.

b) Submit to and receive approval from the state librarian
of a plan for the use of the funds.
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c) The library must meet applicable standards (not specified
in the law) within five years from date of approval.

d) The library must receive local support equal to one-
quarter mill times the market value of taxable property,
as determined by the State Tax Equalization Board, in
its direct service area or one dollar per capita for each
person residing in its service area, whichever is less.

Allocation Formulae:

a) State aid to local libraries: allocated annually based
on the following formulae:

(1) for local libraries receiving local support
equal to a minimum of one-half mill or two
dollars per capita, whichever is less, shall
receive up to 50 cents for each one dollar
expended by the local library in excess of
one-half mill or two dollars per capita,
whichever is less, such aid not to exceed
25 cents per capita.

(2) for local libraries qualifying for aid by
receiving local support at a minimum level
of one-quarter mill or one dollar per
capita, in each of the succeeding five
years, such libraries qualify for maxi-
mum state aid only when local financial
support increases by the following scale
of percentages of the difference between
the level of local support with which a
library qualified for state aid and local
support equal to one-half mill, or two
dollars per capita, whichever is less:

1st succeeding year - 20 percent
2nd succeeding year - 40 percent
3rd succeeding year - 60 percent
4th succeeding year - 80 percent
5th succeeding year -100 percent

After the fifth succeeding year, a local library is not eligible
for further state aid unless-local-support is at a level equal-to-one-
half mill, or two dollars per capita, whichever is less. Failure to con-
form to the schedule above results in a reduction of aid entitlements
according to a formula.

(3) for county libraries, the amount of state aid
is determined by a percentage schedule (by
classification of county) applied to county
library,appropriations up to a maximum state



aid entitlement of $8,000 annuaily. County

libraries may also apply for additional state
aid under the preceding sections.

(4) for county libraries merged or operating in
conjunction with another local library, a:more
complicated formula applies.

b) State aid to district library centers: libraries designated

by the state librarian as a district library center are
entitled to an additional amount of state aid not to exceed
25 cents for each person residing in the district. Any

state college library, the Pennsylvania State University
Library, and.any privately supported college or university
library so designated shall receive state aid in an amount
not to exceed 12.5 cents for each person residing in the

district.

c) State aid to'regional library resource centers: a library

so designated by the state librarian shall be eligible to

receive an additional amount of state aid not to exceed

$100,000 annually.

d) Equalization aid: a library qualifying for state aid
with local support equal to less than $1.25 per capita
is eligible for state aid in an amount equal to the .

difference between the per capita value of one-half
mill times the market value of taxable property in the
area served and $1.25 per capita.

Wisconsin

Grant Categories: No categorical grants.

Qualification Requirements:

The municipalities within the system are required to have provIded
financial or other equivalent support for public library service during
the preceding year in an amount which, when added to the state aid for
which the system will be eligible, is adequate for the support and main-
tenance of public library service in accordance with standards set by
the Division for Library Services (not specified); such support to be
at a level not lower than the average of the previous three years.

Allocation Formulae:

The amount of state aid to each systei is the total of the following:

a) 50 cents for each person residing im.the area.

b) for each square mile of territory within a system,
$6 in a single-county system,
$9 in a two-county. system,
$12 in a three-county system,
$15 in a four-county system, and
$18 in a system containing five or more counties.
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c) an amount equal to 7 percent of the total operating
expenditures for public library services in ter tory
within tl t system From local and county sources i
the preceding year'.

ProvisiLns for Withdrawal '

of Libraries from Systems

Advance notification
is required by the majority o
for withdrawal are found in t
examined. Such procedures ma

f the intention to withdraw from a system
systems, but specific statutory provisions
e legislation of only-lour,of the states
also be stipulated in state rules and

regulations or in the bylaws àf individual systems through action of the
system's governing body. Sufiicient advance notification of withdrawal
facilitates system planning and administration at both the state and
system level.

California, Massachu etts, New Hampshire, New York, and Pennsyl-
vania laws contain so withdr6a1 provisions. In Oklahoma, the organiza-
tion of library systems based on political subdivisions (counties) does
not allow withdrawal by a single library, but the state's legislation
provides for the termination (in effect, withdrawal) of one county's
participation from a multi-ounty system through a majority vote of the
qualified voters residing 1.71 the county. Colorado law states only that
before withdrawing from a system a library is required to fulfill all
out:standing obligations fol- that fiscal year.

Withdrawal of a library from system participation in Illinois
requires the submission of an application to the system board and state
librarian on or before AL#1.1 1, to become effective on or before June 30
of the following year. Michigan requires that a notice be filed with
the system board and thetistate board for libraries at least six months
prior to the beginning o. the system's fiscal year. Ohio law permits
a participating library io withdraw on July 1 of any year, providing
that notice of intent tolwithdraw is given at least- 18 months prior to
that date. Like Michiga , Wisconsin also requires six months' advance
notification, but prohibits withdrawal from system participation during
the three-year period following the date of affiliation with a public
library system.

Conclusions

The precedingianalysis of legislation-on which the library systems
of eleven states are Pased, indicates a wide range of approaches to imple-
mentation of the systims concept. The legislation itself is noteworthy
in that some states h!'ave enacted a detailed body of law related to library
systems, While othez.i.i have established systems by legislation, providing
for the formulation If specific rules and regulations pertaining to system
administration and isvernance by designated authorities.

AI nciiign ,..iere is a wide variation in philosophy and substance

apparent in the legislation examined, several features of the legislation
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deserve reemphasis for consideration by the State Library and library

community of Texas:

-- System boards are the most comnon form of
governance at the system level.

-- Ultimate responsibility for system operations
is vested in a state authority with the power

to approve or disapprove plans of service.

-- All of the states examined that provide for
the establishment of system boards allaw a
degree of local flexibility in determining
the organization of the boards.

- Powers and duties of system boards vary by
state, but generally are the samkas those

granted public library boards although re-
stricted to system affairs.

- - System administration is generally delegated

to a professional staff appointed by system

boards.

.-- A number of states have designated major
libraries as statewide resource centers.
The role and conditions of participation
of libraries so designated are generally
determined in conjunction with the
librarieK,administrators, and separate

\\`s

funds are Ippropriated for reimbursement of

services performed.

Fuh,ding formulae typically include factors
designed to take into account area and
population density. .

Provisions under which a library may with-

draw from system participation require
advance notLfication.

Legislation Of the following states was taken from: American

Library Laws, 4th edition, Alex J. D. Ladenson, editor, Chicago, Anerican

Library Association, 1973; numbers refer' to pages: California 294-300;

Tllinois 552-558; Massachusetts 921-923; Michigan 950-957; New Hampshire

1227-1231; New York 1321-1328; Ohio 1440-1441; Oklahoma 1453-1459;

Pennsylvania 1542-1552; Wisconsin 1874-1880. Colorado legislation was

taken from: Colorado State Library Newsletter, Denver, Colorado State

Library, August, 1975, p. 2.
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IV. CONTRACTING PATTERNS AND USES IN LIBRARY SYSTEMS

Cooperation among independent governmental agencies has become
more and more attractive as a way to accomplish objectives with economy
and effectiveness. Intergovernmental,coutracting is a means for
facilitating the organization and operation of cooperative endeavor.
Simple and direct, such contracting procedure preserves the status of
local governments while enlarging their capacity for performance.
The method, already widely used, is increasingly employed in most
states, including Texas, partly through enlarged statutory authority
and partly through administrative encouragement. The following dis-

.
4cussion relates to the potential of contracting procedures for organiz-

ing ane operating cooperative library systens in Texas.

Interlocal Contracting in Texas

A statewide survey of interlocal contracting in Texas ia 1972
revealed that 53 percent of-490 cities and 68 percent of 133 counties
answering a questionnaire were contracting with one another to perform a
service or function.1 Approximately half of these were formal written
contracts. About two-thirds provided for'a service by one local govern-
ment to another at a stated price. The other third were joint:,-enterprise

agreements under which the governments shared in the benefits.'
Among the cities and counties participating in the survey, a total of
1,020 interlocal contracts were identified.

Types of servicesrand functions contracted. The variety of
purposes of interlocal contracts in Texas in 1972 was quite varied,
and included building plans examination, computer programing, crime
laboratory examination, water supply,fire services, sewage treatment,
tax assessment and collection, police services, solid waste disposal,
library services, health, hospital, welfare, parks, recreation, housing,
transportation, public works, and purchasing. Library services ranked
seventh in number of such contrFictt; reported, with 42 cities and 23
counties contracting therefor. These included library mergers and joint
library facilities and services.3

The use of interlocal contracting appears-to be increasing sub-
stantially. The councils of 3overnment, of which there are 24 in Texas,

'David W. Tees and Jay G. Stanford. Handbook for Interlocal
Contracting in Texas. Institute of Urban Studies, University of Texas
at Arlington, November 1972.

2
Ibid, p. 1.

3
Ibid, pp. 1, 2, 3.
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are known to utilize this method widely in accoMplishing their primary
objective of local cooperaticn in planning and delivery of services. The

State Department of Community Affairs also encourages cooperation among
local governments, as does the State Division of Planning Coordination.

State-Local Contracting in Texas

'The contracting method also is quite common between state agencies

and local governments. Virtually every division of state government
dealing cooperatively with local governments utilizes the method. The

State Library was no exception as it began to implement the Library
Service6 Act of 1969. Contracts are the basis on which this shared pro-
gram-has been conducted by the State Library and Major Resburce Centers.
,Numerous special-purpose library projects also have been carried out
under state-local contracts.

Intergovernmental Ccntracting in Other States for LibrarST Services

Organization by interlocal contracts has been the most important
means for establishing and operating the larger cooperative library

systems in the nation. In 1967 almost 40 percent of the systems, based
on a survey of that date, were formed on that basis. These tended to
be_larger systems, most of_the other systems being smaller and of the'
type where one or more libraries had given up their independent status.

-Of the systems comprised of independent libraries, over 90 percent had
a central board with jurisdiction lver system services. The remainder

cooperated without a system governing board.4

One system, the Pioneer Library System in the State of New York,
has been selected as an example of the extent to which the power and
flexibility of interlocal contracting has been utilized for system

formation and operation. A visit was made as a part of this study to
the Pioneer Library System, located in the area of Rochester, and informa-
tion also was obtained from-published sources. That system comprises
the libraries of five counties, one of which is Monroe County, 1* which
Rochester is located, and four rural coulties. There is TIQ.

director, nor a governing board. Even th,2 name, Pioneer Liby ystem,
was created for convenience rather than legal necessity. Thl:ee county

system directors, that of Monroe (also director of the Rochester Public
Library) and one for each two of the rural libraries, meet as directors
of five county systems to agree on the program of the Pioneer System.
The arrangement was operated in such a manner that until risk of a re-
duced state allocation occurred recently, the Pioneer System as such did
not even receive aid directly from the State of New York. Prev:.ously

the checks had been sent to each of the subsystems, from which the funds

4
Nelson Associates. Public Library Systems in the United States.

American Library Association, Chicago, 1969, pp. 30-31.

3-§6



flowed into the service arrangements provfted in the interlocal contracts
of the Pioneer System. The director of the Rochester Public Library is
credited with developing these arrangements upon which extensive system
serVices have been developed. A veritable network'of contracts, involv-
irre; co.131ex budgeting arrangements, intricate financial flows, and inter-

?rogram operations have evolved to the satisfaction of those
cont,arned. Clearly, the particular arrangement would not work every-
where, perhaps nowhere except in the Pioneer Library System. The
significant aapect is the tremendous versatility of interlocal contract-
ing in its application under widely varying circumstances.

In addition to the ubiquitous interlocal contracting authority in
the various states, legislation also frequently underwrites the power of
systems themselves to enter into intergovernmental contracts. In Michigan,
library systems may contract with school, academic, public, and special
libraries. In California special mention is made of agreements between
libraries for reimbursement of inbalances in system services. In Illinois
system boards may contract with public, school or any other library sys-
tem or enter into interstate library compacts. In Ohio the system boards
may contract with state, school, academic, or any public or private
library. In fact, the contracting authority generally of libraries,
library systems, and state libraries agencies is broad and powerful in
many, if not most, states, and the newer legislation may be seen often
to insure or reinforce this means of doing business.

Texas Statutes for Interlocal Contracting

The law of the State of Texas is full of examples of authoriza-
tion for interlocal contracting. In the library area there are some
especiallS, well-known authorizations. These include Articles 1690
through 1695, V.A.C.S., ahich (1) provides that a city or town may be-
come part of a county library system, (2) permit a county and city to
contract to provide free county library services to the city's residents,
(3) authorizes a county to provide library services to another county,
(4) enables a county to contract for library services from a city, and
(5) empowers two or mere counties jointly to operate a library system.
Actually, the number of contracts between libraries in Texas, regard-
less of whether academic, school, public or special, formal and informal,
either on a continuing basis or as solitary examples, have undoubtedly
run into thuusands over the years. Obviously, most would have been
informal and related to a specific, one-time library service.

The Interlocal Cooperation Act

In 1971 the Texas Legislature adopted the Interlocal Cooperation
Act, which &Ives broad authority to the local governments of Texas--cities,
counties, school districts, and other local governmental units--to
cooperate for their mutual benefit. It was the first general enabling
legislation for local governments and supplements broadly the scores of
separate statutes addressed to specific purposes. E. copy of the Act is
included herein as Appendix C.
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The Interlocal Cooperation Act is eminently suitable to libraries

for arranging cooperative endeavors. In fact, "library services" are

mentioned in Sec. 3(2) as an illustration of one of the intended public

services to be facilitated by the Act.

Sec. 4(d) provides that under such a contract an administrative

agency (e.g. a library system headquarters) may be created, or an
existing political subdivision (e.g. city or county with a library)

designated to supervise performance under the contract, employ personnel,

and engage in other necessary administrative action.

The contracting local governments are authorized under Sec. 4(e)

to contract with the State (e.g. the State Library). This, of course, is

the primary procedure now employed in Texas under the Library Systems

Act of 1969.

In short, the simplicity of organizing and carrying out cooperative

programs through contract is outstanding. To create a library system,

the process can be initiated by concluding a contract between two or

more local governments in which is provided a means for others to become

a party. Other libraries through action of their governing authorities,

may then join. This is simplpr than attempting to get dozens of sig-

natures on the first document.' The character of the library system,

its objectives, and necessary organizational relationships may be in-

corporated in the contract. A means of contract amendment may be in-

cluded, and the Act provides that the contract may be made renewable

annually if desired.

Conclusion: Interlocal and intergovernmental contracting is a

primary means for establishing and operating cooperative library systems

among independent libraries in the UnIted States. The governing

authorities of libraries in Texas have wide authority for such contract-

ing in order to create and operate cooperative systems, locally anJ in

cooperation with the State. The method is simple, effective, viable,
leaving the essential structure and authority of the various governing

authorities undisturbed, while enhancing their capacity to respond to

the library needs of their patrons.

5This procedure was discussed with Attorney Stanley E. Wilkes,
former city attorney of Arlington, Texas, and coauthor with David W.

Tees of Practicioner's Guide to /nterlocal Cooperation, Institute of

Urban Studies, University of Texas at Arlington, Arlington, July 1975.
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V. COMPARATIVE INTERGOVERMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS IN TEXAS

As an alternative to interlocal contracting as a means to estab-

lish and operate cooperative endeavors, a basic "charter" may be provided

by state legislation. When this is done, the law usually specifies the
objectives of cooperation, organizations that can participate, methods
of creating and organizing the cooperative effort, powers and duties,
funding, addition of and withdrawal of participants, and dissolution of

the endeavor.

Enabling legislation of this type may be quite detailed, leaving
little for participants to do except to comply with the procedure set
forth and observe any limitations established in the law. In this case

the discretion of cooperating agencies is quite limited, and adaptation
to changing conditions often requires amendment of the legislation,
which is precisely the process being contemplated by this study.

On the other hand, the enabling legislation may be broad, leaving

many elements open to decision by the cooperating parties. In other

words, interorganizational contracts frequently supplement enabling

legislation.

The ultimate example is general enabling legislation authorizing
the agencies to do cooperatively anything within their general powers by

means of interlocal contract. This procedure was discussed in the

previous chapter.

Therefore, in contemplating the need for state enabling legislation,
virtually the full spectrum of potential discretionary authority may be
considered for inclusion or exclusion. In these circumstances the usual
preference is to incorporate in the law the minimum detail believed
necessary to provide for the interests of any of the parties which cannot
be left or is considered inappropriate to leave to mutual agreement. In

the chapter on statutory provisions for library systems we have seen a
variety of detail in the enabling law for library systems. Some states

adopted detailed legislation. But the majority of states have been
much less specific, often leaving wide discretion to the governing
authorities of libraries to organize as they wish. On the other hand, in

many cases, behind the law, whether general or detailed, may lie a body

of administrative rules that may be restrictive as well as facilitative.
In conclusion it is incumbent on each state to choose from the endless

variety of potential legal and admini ltive procedures for system

establishment and governance.

There are two cooperative endeavors in Texas in addition to the
State Library System which merit examination for comparative purposes.
These are the Regional Planning Commissions and the Education Service
Centers.
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Organization and Governance of Regional
Planning Commissions

Regional planning commissions (more commonly termed regional

councils or councils of government in Texas) Are voluntary associations

of local governments designed to promote intergovernmental cooperation

and to strengthen the capabilities of local governments to respond in a

cooperative manner to problems or programs which transcend jurisdictional

boundaries. As voluntary, intergovernmental organizations, certain

parallels exist between the organization and governance of regional

councils and library systems, aspects of which may have applicability

to alternative models for the Texas State Library System.

Enabling Legislation

Regional councils are established under the provisions of Article

1011m, V.A.C.S., which is presented in Appendix D of this report.

Twenty-four state planning regions, designated by the Governor under the

provisions of said article, have been delineated and form the geographical

boundaries of the regional councils. Map A shows the state planning

regions and regional councils established under the provisions of the

law.

The law is relatively brief, granting considerable discretion

to the participants to organize and manage cooperative endeavors subject

to the guidelines and regulations set'forth. There are nine sections

in the law, which are discussed briefly below.

Section 1: Definitions. This section defines major terminology

used in the law including: city, governmental unit, commission, region,

comprehensive development planning process, and general purpose govern-

mental unit. The last, general purpose governmental units, are defined

as counties or incorporated municipalities for the purpose of governance

under Section 5 of the law.

Section 2: Objectives. Purposes of the law are to encourage

and permit local units of government to join and cooperate with one

another to improve the health, safety and general welfare of their

citizens, and to plan for their future development in such areas as

transportation, health, safety, recreation, agriculture, business and

industry, culture and historical preservation.

Section 3: Creation. This section authorizes creation of a

regional planning commission by two or more general purpose govern-

mental units through ordinance, resolution, rule, order, or other means

to carry out the purposes of the law. The boundaries of the region

must be consistent with state planning regions or subregions delineated

by the governor, and are subject to review and modification at the end

of each biennium.

Section 4: Powers. Regional planning commissions are designated

as political subdivisions of the state with the power to make studies
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and plan the unified, long-range development of the area; assist local
governments in effecting the plans; and contract with member governments

to perform services. The commissions are also empowered to,acquire and

hold real or personal property; employ staff; provide retirement benefits

for employees; use state employees on loan; review and comment on grant

applications of governmental units within the region for state or local

funds under guidelines of the governor; and receive technical information

and assistance from the state.
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Section 5: Operations. This section states that the cooperating

governmental units may determine through joint agreement the number

and qualifications of:the-governing body of the commission. The:law

requires that the governing body of each commission consist of it least

66.2/3 percent elected officials of general purpose'governmental units.

The joint agreement may also provide for the manner of cooperation;

methods of operation; methods for employing staff; the apportionment of

coSts and expenses; the purchase of property and materials; and the addi-

tion of other governmental units to the cooperative arrangement.

Section 6: Funds. Commissions are prohibited from levying

taxes. They are permitted, however, to apply or contract for, receive

and expend any funds or grants from any participating governmental unit,

the State of Texas, the federal government, any other source. State

financial assistance is also made available subject to the following

qualification requirements:

a) Funds must be available annually from other

than state or federal sources equal to or
greater than one-half of the amount of state
financial assistance for which a commission

applies.

b) A commission must comply with the regulations

of the agency responsible for administering
the law (the Division of Planning Coordination,

a division of the Governor's Office), and:

c) Offer mmbership to all general purpose
governments included in the state planning

region or subregion.

d) Be composed of two or more general purpose
governments having a combined population equal

to not less than 60 percent of the total
population of the state planning region or
subregion.

e) Encompass a geographical area that is
economically and geographically inter-
related and which forms a logical planning
area or region including at least one full

counfy.

Be engaged in a comprehensive development
planning process.

Eligible commissions receive a maximum annual amount of state aid based

on a formula of: $10,000 to each commission, plus $1,000 for each dues-

paying county, plus ten cents per capita for all population served of

dues-paying member counties and incorporated municipalities. The

minimum amount of state aid for which a commission may apply is $15,000.
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Section 7: Interstate Commissions. With the advance approval
of the governor, a commission contiguous to an area lying in another
state may join in an interstate regional planning commission.

Section 8: International Areas. This section authorizes the
expenditure of funds for studies involving contiguous areas in Mexico
and Texas, in conjunction with Mexican authorities and with the advance
approval of the governor.

Section 9: Dissolution. Unless agreed to the contrary, any
participating governmental unit may withdraw by a majority vote of its
membership qualified in serving.-

Organization and Governance

Section 5 of Article 1011m, V.A.C.S., grants comparatively broad
powers to cooperating local governments to organize for the governance
and operation of regional councils subject only to the provision that the
governing body of the council consist of at least 66 213 percent elected
officials of general purpose governmental units. The structure for both
organization and governance is typically set forth in articles of
agreement or bylaws jointly adopted by the councils' member governments.
This procedure has resulted in a variety of organizational structures
and operating procedures tailored to the felt needs of council partici-
pants.

Generally, the organizational structure of a regional council
consists of a general assembly, representative of all member governments,
a board of directors or executive committee (Which is the governing body),
and a professional staff, although the terminology of each body may vary
by council.

The general assembly. The general assembly is comparable in some
respects to the "electoral college of representatives" discussed in the
Phase I report of this study. Like the body established by the Library
Systems Act, the general assembly of a regional council is representative
of the council's membership. The representation provided each member
government on the general assembly, however, varies by council. Some
councils, like the Permian Basin Regional Planning Commission, for
example, provide that each member governmental unit have one representative
on the general assembly. Others, like the Concho Valley Council of
Governments, provide for representation by type of jurisdiction (counties,
cities, independent school districts, and other special districts),
and additional representation determined on a population basis. Several
councils also provide for ex officio membership on the general assembly,
although such members (generally city managers or other individuals who
should be involved in the affairs of the council) are not eligible to vote.

The general assembly.normally meets annually or semiannuqlly for
the purpose of executing its responsibilities, although at least one
council has required that the assembly meet three times a year. Provision



is also usually made for the calling of special meetings of the assembly.

Responsibilities of the general assembly, as the policy-making body,

typically include the establishment of general policies and the review

of policy decisions made by the executive committee or board of directors;

the election of members to the executive committee or board of directors;

to adopt an annual budget for the council; and such other functions as

stated in the articles of agreement or bylaws.

The executive committee. The executive committee or board of

directors of a regional council acts as the governing body between

meetings of the entire membership. Members of the executive committee

are elected by the voting members of the general assembly. Membership

on the executive committee must include at least 66 2/3 percent elected

officials of general purpose governmental units. In fact, most if not

all regional councils exceed this membership requirement with the

executive committee of several composed solely of elected officials of

these governmental units.

The size of the executive committees, their representation and

membership requirements, and specific electoral procedures to be followed

in the selection of members varies accw-ding to the bylaws adopted by

each council. An example of the bylaws of one of the regional councils,

the Capital Area Planning Council, is attached as Appendix E.

Powers and duties of the executive committees also vary but

generally include preparation and submission of an annual budget to the

general assembly; to control the expenditure of funds and execute

service contracts; to purchase, lease, hold, and sell real and personal

property; to employ an executive director to serve at the pleasure of

the committee; and to perform such other duties as may be delegated the

committee by the general assembly. The executive director serves as

th chief administrative officer and employs necessary staff subject to

tne approval of the executive committee.

Other committees. All regional councils have established committee

structures as required by or to facilitate planning and coordinative

functions. Like other aspects of organization and governance of the

councils, the committee structures vary, largely due to programmatic

concerns. Each council has established policy advisory committees

composed of local elected officials and citizen representatives to

review specific planning undertakings and related activities. Technical

advisory committees are also common. These committees, composed of

professional personnel with expertise in a specific field, provide

technical advice to the policy advisory committees. Committees are

appointed by the executive committee. The number of committees established

by the councils range from a relatively small number in the less populous

regional areas to over 50 in highly populated areas.

Organization and Governance
of Education Service Centers

Another intergovernmental organization created by Texas law is the

regional education service center, an educational institution designed to
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facilitate cooperative educational planning, provide media services, and
to encourage the development of supplementary education services and
centers authorized by Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. Significant parallels exist in relation to the organization and
governance of these regional centers, the regional councils discussed
previously, and library systems.

As authorized by the enabling legislation, the State Board of
Education has delineated 20 education service center regions in Texas.
The current boundaries of these regions are shown by Map B, and are
subject to realignment annually. Unlike the majority of regional opera-
tions in Texas, the boundaries of the education service center regions
do not necessarily conform to state planning areas, but are established
instead on the basis of school district boundaries.

Enabling Legislation

The centers were authorized by the Fifty-ninth and Sixtieth
Legislatures under Article 2654-3d and Article 2654-3e, V.A.C.S., which
correspond to Sections 11.32 and 11.33 of the Texas Education Code as
amended, which are attached as Appendix F. Selected provisions of the
legislation having applicability to this analysis are discussed below.

Section 11.32. This section of the Texas Education Code deals
with the educational media component of the service centers as follows:

11.32(a) directs the Board of Education to provide rules and
regulations for the establishment and operation of regional education
media centers.

11.32(b) defines the services to be made available to participat-
ing school districts including lending library service for audio-visual
instructional materials and equipment, tape and transparency duplication
services, and professional media consulting services.

11.32(c) states that no center shall be approved unless it serves
an area having 50,000 or more eligible scholastics in average daily
attendance for the next preceding school year (although provisions for
exceptions in the case of sparsely populated areas are permitted),
and that the centers shall be located so that each school district has
the opportunity to be served, on a voluatary basis.

11.32(e) establishes governing boards of five or seven members,
the size of the board to be determined locally and set forth in the
initial application for center approval, subject to rules and regulations
adopted by the State Board of Education.

11.32(f) authorizes the regional media board to employ an execu-
tive director and additional personnel as necessary, and to control the
expenditure of funds.

11.32(g) provides for the withdrawal of a school district from
participation, and stipulates that title to all educational media and
property purchased by the center shall remain in the center.
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11.32(i),(j),(k),(1), and (m) are concerned with funding of the
centers. The state provides annual financial assistance in an amount
not to exceed one dollar per scholastic in average daily attendance for
the next preceding school year in the participating school districts.
The funds provided by the state, however, are for use only for the pur-
chase, maintenance, and servicing of approved educational media or
equipment. Participating school districts are required to pay a pro-
portionate amount matching the amount provided by the state, such local
share to be determined annually by the center's governing board.
Locally derived funds may be used for administrative costs, servicing,
or to purchase supplemental educational media. Centers are also
authorized to apply for and receive funds from federal sources.

Section 11.33. This companion section of the Texas Education
Code outlines the non-media functions of the education service centers,
and funding provisions for such(functions.

11.33(b) empowers the governing board, subject to rules and
regulations of the State Board of Education, to enter into contracts
for grants from both public and private organizations.

11.33(c) provides for payment of basic costs for the provision
of regional education services, coordination of educational planning,
and necessary administrative expenses from the Foundation School Program
under a formula developed by the state commissioner of education and
approved by the State Board of Education, not to exceed an annual allot-
ment equal to three dollars multiplied by the average daily attendance
in the public schools of Texas for the preceding school year.

11.33(d),(e), and (0 establish a program of financial assistance
for the provigion of computer services through the regional education
service centers to encourage a planned statewide network of computer
services designed to meet public school educational needs.

Organization and Governance

The organization and governance procedures for education service
centers are set forth briefly in the enabling legislation, but detailed
rules and regulations for this purpose are outlined in State Plan: Pro-
cedures and Policles for the Operation of Regional Education Service Cent,rs
(Texas Education Agency, 1970). Two major bodies are established by the !

rules and regulations, a joint committee and a board of directors. Special-
purpose committees are also authorized. The organizational features and
governance role of each of these is outlined below.

The joint committee. Each region is required to establish a
joint committee composed of: one representative from each twelve-grade
school district, selected by the board of trustees; one representative
designated by the county board of trustees to represent all of the school
districts with fewer than twelve grades in the county; and one represent-
ative from each four-year institution of highel education within the
region which conducts an approved teacher education program, appointed
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by the board of trustees of each. All school districts in the region

may be represented on the joint committee for the purpose of participat-

ing in planning even if they choose not to participate in cooperative
services.

The joint committee functions primarily in an advisory capacity
to the board of directors, and is authorized to establish an executive

committee or other subcommittees to carry out its advisory role. Like'

the general assembly of a regional council, the joint committee elects
the membership of the board of directors and also determines the size
of the board, five or seven members as required by law.

a board of c.v.ectors. Membership on the board of directors is

limited persons over 21 years of age, citizens of the United States,

and residents of the region, who are not engaaed professionally in educa-

tion or members of a local board of school trustees. Each board is

required to elect a chairman, vice-chairman, and secretaryi-and-tO adopt
rules or-procedures to govern.its operation. Regular meetings are held
quarterly, although special meetings may be called 17,y the chairman or a

majority of the board's membership. Each board is requircd to meet
.annually with the joint committee, and may hold cAitional I=etings with
the joint,committee or its subcommittees for advisory purposes.

The board is designated aa the ;-.olicy-making and evaluative
body of the center, and is required to perform the following functions:

-- Appoint and remove an executive director and develop
administrative policies for the center in conference
with the commissioner of education.

-- Prepare and approve an annual operuting budget
for submission to the commissioner of education.

-- Approve all fiscal arrangements, policies,
and agreements.

-- Enter into contracts for grants from both public
and private organizations and expend such funds
according to the terms of the contracts.

-- Formulate policiea to govern the operation of the
center.

-- Confirm the appointment of professional personnel
upon recommendation by the executive director.

-- Coordinate an annual evaluation of the activities
of the center.

-- Make annual reports covering all activities and
expenditures of the center to the commissioner of
education.
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- - Plan for the utilization of all available
educational and cultural resources and services,
including colleges and universities, located ,

both within and outside the region.
-t

- - Formulate policies for the utilization of the
joint committee in an advisory capacity.

- - Acquire, hold title and sell real property for
service center purposes in accordance with
statutes governing the authority of trus'zees
of independent school districts.

The rules include qualification requirements for selection of an
executive dixector, aud enumerate the director's duties which relate
primarily to the areas of general administration and program development.
Snlary and contract arrangements for all personnel are subject to the
determination of the board of directors, and employPes of the center are
eligible for participation in the Teacher Retirement System of Texas.

Other committees. The ru.les and regulations also establish
three other bodies with significant roles in the overall organization
and governance of the education service centers. The firsf. of these,
the Statewide Advisory Commission on Education Service Centers, composed
of the chairman of each board of directors serves in an advisory capacity
to the commissioner of education on matters concerning the operation of
the centers. The commission is required to meet at least annually, and
upon call by the commissioner.

The Planning Council is a body composed of the executive director
of each education service center. The responsibility of the council
is to assist the commissioner of education in the development of com-
prehensive program plans.

In addition to these groups, an advisory committee composed
of teachers, supervisors, and principals from school districts served
by the center is established to assist in the evaluation of services
performed by the center. Members of the advisory committee, numbering
at least 12, are chosen by the board of directors.

Features of Organization and Governance
Having Potential Applicability to the

Texas State Library System

Several characteristics of the organization and governance of the
regional councils and education service centers are worthy of consideration
in the process of redefining the structure of the Texas State Library
System. In some instances, selected features of either of these organiza-
tions provide viable structural alternatives; in all cases, both organiza-
tions, in effect, establish precedents for similar organizational arrange-
ments by the libraries of Texas.
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Governing boards. Both organizations are governed at
the regional level by boards nr committees elected by
representatives of their respective constituent
units. Responsibility for admiristration is vested
in professional staffs appointed by the governing
bodies.

Committees. A committee structure is a predominant
feature of both organizations as a means to secure
input from participating units and to augment
technical decisions of the governing boards. The
Statewide Advisory Commission on Education Service
Centers and Planning Council, particularly, provide
potentially attractive organizational alternatives.

Board powers. The governing boards of both organiza-
tions are empowered to purchase, lease, rent, or
otherwise acquire real and personal property. This
corresponds to the powers given the majority of
governing boards.of library systems in the states
examined previously.

Contribv:Jono by members. Financial contributions by
the partid.patiug units of each organization are
a prerequisite of.participation (although in the case
of the education service centers this is required for
media services only) and ;.;i:ate funding.
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VI. ALTERNATIVE MODELS OF SYSTEM GOVERNANCE

The prolific informational output of mankind has overtaxed the
ability of most libraries, especially those funded by small populations,
to give reasonable access to the whole range of available books, periodi-
cals and other media. To compensate for their individual bibliographic
shortcomings libraries are combining their resources to a much greater
degree. The collaboration of libraries to accomplish collectively what
is difficult or impossible to do singly is so varied that classification
is not easy nor exact. Nevertheless, terms have been applied to systems
with similar characteristics, as mentioned hereafter, as they have emerged
over the years, culminating at this time 'with the large state-supported
cooperative systems.

Maior System Configurations

Previous sections of this report have dealt specifically with the
major structural models of library system as they have emerged in other
states. Although the terminology of these configurations, or models,
appears to suggest a wide range of alternative forms of system organiza-
tion, only four distinct structures exist, one a variant of the others.
The provisions for system governance at both the system and state levels
may vary somewhat in each system structure, but the major organizational
characteristics of each are essentially similar.

Single-librarv or Metropolitan Systems

Several states, including California, Illinois, Michigan, and
New York, permit the establishment of a library system consisting of a
single library and its branches, where such library serves a substantial
city population or metropolitan area. Rules and regulations applicable
to other types of systems also apply to these libraries. System gover-
nance at the local level is typically'vested in the libraries' governing
board.

Subject to population or area requirements, normally defined by
legislation, two or more libraries which.have merged to form a single
library are eligible for recognition as systems by a number of states.
The board.established to operate the merged libraries is designated as
the system governing board.

Cooperative or Federated Library Systems

This system model, under which a number of separately governed
and operated libraries agree through contract, resolution, ordinance, or
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other agreement to participate in a program of cooperative library services,

is the most common structure of library systems. Responsibility for the

administration of this type of system at the system level is most frequently

defined as the role of a governing board, representative of the participating

libraries.

Multi-Type Systems

This system model, on a statewide basis, is actually a composite

of any or all of the types of systems listed above. In such a library

system, libraries of the state are granted the authority to determine

what type of system they wish to participate in and, in accordance with

any rules and regulations defining minimum population, area, or inclusion

of political subaivisions, are free to organize as separate systems.

Other System Models

Other organizational approaches to the formation and governance of

library systems exist, but are not widespread. Hawaii, for example,

could be described as a state-centralized model, in which the state

authority for library development exercises substantial control, while

Kentucky and New Hampshire represent, in effect, state-decentralized

models, in which the state also exercises substantial control.

Alternative Models of Organisation for Texas

To retain the maximum degree of local autonomy and control in the

organization of libraries for the development and delivery of cooperative

library services to the citizens of Texas, a system model based on the

cooperative approach to library systems is recommended. As pointed out

in the Phase I report, many states have admitted establishing too many,

and consequently too weak, systems. Use of a multi-type model would

encourage the proliferation of more and smaller systems. Although re-

quirements for the approval of systems by the State could effectively

limit any tendency toward an excessive number of systems, the full impact

of a cooperative, statewide approach to the provision of library services

would be sacrificed under a multi-type approach and parochialism would be

encouraged. A consolidated model, in all probability, could not be enactt.d

statewide without legislation which would be antithetical to the strong

history of local control and voluntary cooperation among units and levels

of government in Texas. By itself, this approach to library systems is

one of enforced cooperation.

The recommendation, and subsequent consideration, of a single

model of system organization for Texas does not limit the range of struc-

tural and governance alternatives available to the library community as a

whole. By far the most flexible template for the construction of library

systems, the cooperative model provides an almost limitless range of

options from which to serve at once the best interests of the citizens of

Texas and the library community.
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Cooperative Library Systems

The concern of this study is with a system of libraries commonly
termed "cooperative," in which autonomous libraries join together for
sharing resources. More and more this category of systems is thought of
as one in which the systems collectively embrace the entire territory of
a state, and in which each system provides services and resources within
its district to each other's patrons, benefits from the state funding and
coordination, is self-governing, designates a system headquarters, possesses
a system staff, contributes local funds and services, and conducts inter-
system planning, coordination, and services.

This is the type of system initiated in Texas by the Library
Systems Act of 1969. However, the systems organized under that Act do
not fully conform to the specifications mentioned above, in that they are
not self-governing and the system headquarters are designated by the State
(with approval of the library concerned) rather than by each cooperative
system. To date the member libraries have provided services but not funds
(although local funding is authorized by the Act.). Also involvement of
system members in planning has been negligible, with only advisory repre-
sentation under the law.

The principal objective of this phase of the study of the Texas
system is to examine the various alternatives to the present structure
of governance in light of experience to date, and to recommend the best
alternative for future governance, on the basis of which amendatory
legislation may be drafted. While in this process some of the charac-
teristics of organizational behavior need to be kept in mind.

Organizational Response to Continual Environmental Change

The environment in which an organization functions undergoes con-
stant alteration requiring a continual response on the part of said organi-
zation through changes in its awn structure and procedures. Dysfunctional
organization results when the structure of governance (and perhaps policies
and personalities) is too rigid to make adjustments to changes in its en-
vironment in a responsive and effective manner. Such rigidity sometimes
occurs when too much detail is incorporated in difficult-to-change basic
charters, such as constitutions and legislation.

It has been amply noted in this and the Phase I reports that the
current plan of system governance, specifically the state legislation, is
too inflexible to adjust to certain needed changes, thereby requiring modi-
fications in the law itself.

Recommendation 19. It is proposed that amendatory legislation
be drafted which. if adopted. will provide not only a suitable
framework for library development throuehout Texas under_cur-
rent conditions and in accord with recent experience in coopera-
tive systems, but to prepare such legislation with a view to
facilitating future chanees in oreanizational structure_and
relationshins.
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Lowertnz
of Decision Making

The possibility of orderly adjustments in organization and manage-
ment is enhanced by placing each decision at the lowest level in the
hierarchy permitted by the mutual confidence and administrative skills
of the participants. Both confidence and skill grow when arrangements
insure that the voice of each participant will be heard, that delibera-
tions will'be thorough and democratic, and that power will be shared'
in determining the objectives of cooperation, distribution of benefits,
and contributions of effort.

Recommendation 20. The governing Process of cooperative
library systems should provide for voluntary, effective
participation of representatives of all library organiza-
tions and within predetermined spheres of action, con-
sultation, and communication, and encourage decision-making
at the_lawest possible hierarchial level.

Compromises in Organization

The nature of organization requires many compromises in arriving

at a system of governance. Diversity in organizational elements, cer-
tainly present in a library system containing a wide range of govern-
mental units and libraries, requires many compromises among the interested
parties, in the process of which attempts are made to gain by one set of
arrangements more than is sacrificed by foregoing another set which also

has its peculiar advantages.

This principle is easy to illustrate. For example, if libraries

in Texas wished to form a system without the participation of the State,
they have the power to do so now by contracting among themselves, including
funding authority. This would mean that the aid of the State and the
accompanying participation of the State in program development and evalua-
tion would be foregone, although libraries would continue to be eligible

for federal funding. Greater freedom of governance would be feasible for
systems unencumbered with ties to the State. However, in most states
this freedom is forsaken in favor of partnership with the state and the
state's helpful role in coordination and funding.

The libraries of Texas, by their initiative through the Texas
Library Association (TLA), coopted the State Library in the development
of the systems' concept and the State Library consented and participated
in sponsoring system legislation. Responses to the questionnaire in Phase I .

of this study indicated overwhelming endorsement by public libraries of
the continuation of state-local cooperation. An inquiry of representative
librarians of other types of libraries did not reveal any sentiment con-
trary to thS.original TLA position.

Having made this "compromise" regarding the structure of systems

in Texas, it followed that a working arrangement had to be created in more

precise terms, which was then done by taw. Additionally, the Law
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authorized further development of the structure of system governance by
directing the State Librarian to prepare rules therefor, subject to approval
of the State Library and Historical Commission. Since such rules would
define important relationships between the independent, cooperating
parties, the law provided that approval of the Commission would follow
only after due notice of and the holding of a public hearing on the pro-
posed rules. This again illustrates a mechanism for compromise in
organizational arrangements.

The following discussion of alternative models of governance
contains many elements of compromise. Arriving at conclusions for needed
legislative changes requires each library unit to learn and understand
the needs of the others and to accommodate to them in the resulting scheme
of continuing relationships.

Maior Alternatives of Governance

Fundamental questions on future system governance include the
following:

(1) Which libraries should be members?

(2) Should the syStems be governed by the members,
or organized and operated by the State Library?

(3) Should state legislation be detailed or provide
broad guidelines?

These points are further discussed hereafter, and specific recom-
mendations formulated.

Membership

Nothing can be lost to the library community, and much can be
gained, by extending the right of membership to all libraries on a vol-
untary basis. Need for and benefits from participation in a system will
vary from library to library, regardless of type. Perhaps libraries of
general purpose governmental units will continue to be the greatest
beneficiaries in the foreseeable future. But according to need, every
library should be given the opportunity for membership.

Recommendation 21, System leRislation should authorize
membership of any library accredited for this purpose
by the State Library under standards prepared by the
State Librarian in collaboration with the library com-
munity and adopted by the State Library and Historical
Cbmmission following a public hearing.

The alternatives to the above are a variety of exclusions of
libraries by type or some other classification, which would weaken the
systems concept. Most importantly, denial of membership would work
against the primary objective of systems, namely, better access for
library patrons.
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It is recognized that variations in sponsorship (city, county,
school boards, boards of higher education, private organizations, state
agencies, federal agencies, etc.) require accommodation in system gover-
nance and operations. This can be done in ways other than legislation,
including rules of the State Library, provisions of interagency contracts,
the administrative regulations of the respective systems. And the

first step is to determine the breadth of categories of system member-
ship desired.

The role of systems' headquarters in membership. Currently,

the process of qualifying libraries for system membership is carried out
by the State Library directly with the libraries without reference to
the respective system headquarters. Under fully functioning systems much
of this procedure could be delegated to the systems under prescribed
standards and methods. This would have the advantage of local encourage-
ment to membership and related development of services.

Recommendation 22, Standards for system membership
should be developed by the State Librarian with
the advice of the systems. approved by the State'
Library and Historical Commission and accreditation.
be carried out cooperatively by the State Library

and systems' headauarters.

System Governing AuthoritK.

Of the two models of system governance mentioned above (i.e.
local or state), authority by member libraries to organize their own
headquarters for planning and directing system services is considered

the most viable. In such case, supportive representation may be obtained
through a lay board selected by the governing authorities involved, with
such occasional exceptions as may be deemed necessary because of the charac-
ter of sponsorship of certain libraries or the presence of important local

public interests. For a system of truly shared services, evoking the
initiative, enthusiasm, and originality of the people closest to the work
to be done, local governance offers a much brighter future. Also, this

scheme allows greater opportunity for resolving conflict between members.
With a separate governing board, relationships with the State would be
carried on at broader levels of major policy, funding, reporting, and
evaluation, a role to which ,the State Library is accustomed.

Recommendation 23. System legislation should grant

authority for the creation of lav'system governing boards
by the governing authorities of memberaibraries.

A system governing board representing member libraries is con-
sidered the key factor in improving the governance of library cooperatives

in Texas. Much underlying reasoning for system self-governance has been
set forth previously, and may be referred to for additional points.

It is recognized that many public librarians, in response to
the study questionnaire, considered with favor a system governance con-
ducted directly by the State Library, which is another alternative. This
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type of governance would be more paternalistic, characterized by the
giving of services on the part of the State Library and the receiving
of such services by the members, rather than the development of shared
activities. Member librar"les would likely be more passive in program
development, leaving many initiatives and decisions to the State Library.
The character of the State Library's operations would be drastically
changed by the volume and complexity of the tasks and by the increased
staff. An unusually high degree of state-provided service to local
authorities would result, placing the State Library in a special position
among state agencies in this regard. This alternative form of system
governance is not considered to be in accord with conditions of the
state or local governments. Furthermore, the potential for excessive
state control of activities is inherent in this arrangement, as is a
corresponding reduction in the discretion and role provided partici-
pating libraries. The high degree of local involvement and control
viewed as necessary to sustain a truly voluntary, cooperative under-
taking in all likelihood would not be best obtained by this alternative.

Character of the Enablin Le islation

Cooperative library systems are expected to grow in importance
and volume of activity. Therefore, if the legislative authority on which
they are based is quite detailed, it tends to become out of date rapidly
and hampers change. Also, since comprehensive statewide library systems
are relatively new and the body of experience not fully definitive the
number and extent of modifications needed in system governance will
probably be substantial over the next decade or more.

With adequate provision for widespread participation in rule-
making by the State Librarian and the Library and Historical Commission,
the systems may be amply served at the state leyel. At the system level
equal flexibility and participation may be accorded.

The best interests of libraries and their patrons appear to be
served by incorporating broad powers in state.enabling legislation, mini-
mum structural impositions, and clear guidance in objectives. This view
corresponds with the voluntary nature of the enterprise and the indepen-
dent authority of each participant. Under these circumstances, emphasis
should be given to the connotation of "enabling" as an unleashing of
powers and, indeed, specific encouragement to cooperate on behalf of
better public services. Excessive legislative restriction and defini-
tion under such circumstances are not in keeping with the objectives in
mind.

Recommendation 24. Simplicity and flexibility should
be sought in the enabling legislation. leaving to the
voluntary and independent cooperative library units,
state and local, the authority to adopt complementary
administrative rules'.
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Attention has already been called to examples in Texas and else-

where of the type of legislation which would be appropriate in this case.

In examining the experience in some of these cases, it is apparent that

these cooperative endeavors have, indeed, made changes in their gover-

nance which would have been more difficult to accomplish if the respective

enabling legislation had been detailed and inflexible. In this same vein,

it should be remembered that many states have developed successful library

systems with little or no legislation.

It is not, however, proposed that library systems in Texas proceed

.on the basis of contracting alone, which would offer the maximum in flexi-

bility. This would be practical if only local authorities were involved,

but participation by the State makes advisable a declaration of state

policy and an indication that the cooperative arrangements will be con-

tinuing in nature and consistently funded. Moreover, working relation-

ships are better understood and facilitated in such numerous company when

the fundamental principles are formalized.

The point of division between elements of structure and authority
that should be incorporated in law and those in administrative rules is

a matter of judgment, of course. Each case requires separate study.
Ample indications exist here that considerable option should be accorded

to the interested parties. This could be expected to result in more

effective public service than otherwise.

Advisory Committees

If system governing boards should be provided, the potential role

of advisory boards and committees, at both the state and individual system

levels, would be changed considerably. The need for advisory committees

and other types of committees, viewed as desirable by librarians responding

to the Phase I questionnaire, would become essential features of gover-

nance procedures. However, the creation of all such committees need not

be by law. It would be preferable to leave the creation of such committees

and the specification of their functions to the systems and the State

Library, with a single exception.

The Library Systems Act of 1969 provides for an Advisory Board to

the Texas Library and Historical Commission. With the establishment of

system governing boards, the membership of the Advisory Board should be

changed to include the chairmen,of the governing boards and such other
members as deemed necessary by the Commission. Other comMittees could

as easily be provided by administrative action. There is no advantage

in attempting to establish a multiplicity of committees by law for

this would introduce inflexibility and represent false prescience of

long-range needs.

Recommendation 25. The composition and membership of

the Advisory Board to the Texas Library and Historical

Commission should be established by law to include the

chairmen of the system governing boards and such other

members as deemed necessary by the Commission: the

creation and duties of other boards and committees
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should be accomplished administratively undez_broad
legislative authority by the respective system_
authorities or the State Library as the case_may be.

System Boundaries

If library systems in Texas persevere over many years, which
appears probable, it is inconceivable that need for change in system
boundaries would not occur. In this sphere is a natural role for the
State Library with local collaboration, since this kind of problem is
typically one difficult to solve among peers. The authority to designate
system boundaries, after duly consulting with those concerned, is a
logical authority to be assumed by the State._ ,

As in the other aspects of governance, there are twO major ways
to proceed, legislatively or administratively. If done by legislation
the.authority is unmistakable. Furthermore, in this case, there appears
tO be little likelihood of need for future change. If done administra-
tively, the authority would most likely need to be incorporated as a
requirement by the state in an annual plan of service. There is reason-
able question of the desirability of relating boundary changes with plans
of service, since in many cases it might have only a tenuous connection.
Therefore, this seems a logical item for inclusion in enabling legislation.

Recommendation 26. Provisions for establishing and
modifying the territorial boundaries of library
systems should be incorporated in legislation,
providing minimum standards in area.-and vesting
the ultimate decision in the State Library after
receiving the views of the affected systems and
members.

Plans of Service

Annual plans of service to be carried out by the various systems
are not only a commendable administrative procedure common to many organi-
zations, but particularly important for cooperative endeavors. It is
a means by which the parties annually review their pledge to each other
in terms of specific responsibilities and functions. At its inception
the plan of service brings together the member libraries in a process of
review and decision highly important to combined efforts. Thereafter it
is a method for reaching common ground with the State Library, which
brings to bear statewide policy, comparative system analysis, intersystem
concerns, and objective program evaluation.

Importantly, annual plans of service are a form of periodic
renewal Of the contract of cooperation. It is at this point that every
voluntary system lumber, cor.7.i.ously or not, reassesses the value of
the cooperative ,!cides whether to participate and under
what terms. For V.. as the major funding source and with res-
ponsibility for eva)%e.t.lag accomplishment, it is the principal means for
contributing to program development and setting future goals. The whole

. process is one of "let us reason ,together."
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, In view of the importance of plans of service in the relation-
ship of parties to library cooperatives and the principle of their pre-
paration by the systems and annual state review and approval, aided by
predetermined criteria, justify their mention in the basic law. The
details of the matter, however, should be incorporated in the bylaws of
the systems and the rules of State Library, supported also as needed by
internal administrative regulations.

Aecommendation 27. The enabling legislation should
provide for system Preparation of an annual_Plan of
service to be submitted to the State Library foy
reviewand recommendation of the State LibraKian_and
ultimately to the State Library and Historical
Commission for approval. The State Library should be
authorized to issue criteria for evaluation of the
Plan following review and comment on proposed cri-
teria by the several systems.

Clearly, the system director would develop the plan with full
collaboration of the member libraries and be submitted to the system
governing board for approval. The alternatives to annual plans of ser-
vice could be several, but are generally unattractive. No plans at all
would be unacceptable. _Completely independent preparation and adoption
of plans by systems without the benefit of-statewide concerns and without
the benefit of the broad perspective of State Library based on familiarity
with the operations of all state systems.is also impractical. Furthermore,
continued support and funding depends upon the Governor and state legis- .

lators, who routinely in such cases expect the State to have knowledge of
plans and receive an accounting of achievements. On the other hand,
detailed planning and control of systems by the State wduld be anti-
thetical to the concept of a cooperative of independent authorities.

Therefore, the above recommendation proposes a balance of in-
terests and participation by all concerned.

State Grants for Library Systeme

The current enabling legislation contains provisions for state
grants to systems for operations. The grants are made according to a
fixed formula. It also provides for state grants to libraries (incentive,
establishment, and equalization) which, because of last-minute changes to
the legislation after its introduction, are required to be distributed
through the systems on their way to the individual libraries according
to the same fixed formula. Furthermore, legislative intent in the langu-
age of appropriations must be examined in order to ascertain whether
all types of grants were covered thereby if this is to be done. And
currently, because systems' headquarters are local libraries lacking
authority actually to pass through state funds to other library authori-
ties, the State Library is required to make payment directly to the
individual libraries and credit the amount to the total system share
under the formula. Perhaps partly because of the uncertainties and

-awkwardness of the law as written, no grants except operations grants
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were made from state funds in FY75 and FY76. Correction of this anoma-
lous situation, which apparently was created unintentionally, would be
helpful to library development, especially in unserved and under-served
areas.

The inclusion of specific language for state grants in the en-
abling legislation is clearly beneficial to an understanding of the
State's role in library development. It implies, especially with respect
to grants for operations that normally would be expected to continue
year after year, a long-term and consistent financial commitment enabling
sound planning, staff employment, and program execution. It would not
be practical to embark on certain types of programs if the systems were
faced with constant uncertainty of funding.

A mtter for consideration is the appropriateness of distributing
special grants such as incentive, establishment, and equalization (as
defined in Sec. 14 of the present law) under the same formula as opera-
tions grants. The number and extent of unserved and under-served areas
of the State tend to vary from system to system and this situation may
be expected to persist because of economic and geographic conditions.
Therefore, to require several systems to consistently reduce their
operating funds in-order-to meet-these other needs would result in lower
levels of service than the other systems. For these reasons it would
be preferable for the special grants to be made directly by the State
on the basis of programs designed by the respective systems.

No significant problems appear to have arisen as a result of a
fixed formula for allocation of operations grants for operating purposes.
The only desirable change would be to include within the formula a per-
centage of the distribution on the basis of square miles within a
system's boundaries, as already discussed.

Ilecommendation 28. State grants for_system operations
should continue to be allocated on_the basis of a
fixed formula. (See Recommendatlon 12. page_II-15.)

Recommendation 29. State grants for aspects of
library development other than operations, such as
incentive, establishment, and equalization, should
be allocated on the basis of need as_presented by
the libraries and the respective systems and
approved by the State Library. (See also Recom-
mendation 11, rage 11-14, which recommends broadenilA
the current Category of "incentive grants" to include
grants for equalization purposes.)

Withdrawal of Members and Dissolution of Systems

The withdrawal of member libraries from system participation and
the dissolution of an entire system-are:somewhat similar but call for
different treatment in the basic documents.



Withdrawal of members. Currently the library members have no

procedure for withdrawal from a system exept by failure to renew the

annual application for membership. No period of notice to the system

headquarters is required. In fact, as pointed out, the whole process of
accreditation is presently centralized in the State Library.

The systems of many states require a period of notice of with-

drawal ranging up to eighteen months. Six months is commonly required.

The purposes are to prevent brusque and detrimental effects on system
services, to enable planning for new arrangements and perhaps financing,

to provide for transfers of property, etc.

Aecommendation 30. State legislation should provide
authority to the State Library to -me:mire by rule a
Period of notice of up to twelve months for with-
drawal of system members.-and authorizing the State
Library and Historical Commission to adopt rules for
disposition of system property.

Dissolution of systems. The dissolution of a cooperative organiza-

tion normally requires an orderly method for disposing of assets and ceasing

operations.

Recommendation 31. It is proposed that the systems
act be amended to provide for disposition of system
Property in case the system organization ceases to
function and authorizing the State Library and
Historical Commission to provide rules with respect

thereto.

gxpenditure Authority of System Funds

The authority to utilize funds must match the objectives of system

operations, The 1969 Act contains specific authority to systems and
libraries to use funds for perscinhel, materials, equipment, administrative .

expenses, and "for financing programs which enrich the services and materials

offered a community by its public library." However, grants may not be

used "for site acquisition, construction, or for acquisition, maintenance,

.
or rental of buildings, or for payment of past debt." Already problems

have arisen over the inability of systems to pay for building space neces-

sary for headquarters operations. Many of the Major Resource Centers

have called attention to this deficiency, which places upor .ae taxpayers

of a single locality the burden of a systemwide obligation.

In other states and in the Texas intergovernmental organizations
discussed previously, the payment of rent is commonly authorized and in

some the construction of system buildings is allowed.

Recommendation 32, The expenditure autharity_of systems
should be extended by law to the rental of buildings and
grounds. and subject to rules adopted by th&State
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Library awl Historical Commission to purchase
or construct real pronerty.

Classification of Libraries

The 1969 Act provides for three classifications, as follows:

Major Resource Center - a large public library
serving a population of 200,000 or more
within 4,000 square miles.

Area Library - a medium-sized library serving a
population of 25,000 or more.

Community Library - a small library serving a
population of less than 25,000

The creation of categories for various program and administrative
purposes is useful and almost inevitable. As a means of facilitating
analysis and camparisons, classification is a useful tool. Hawever, the
inclusion of a specific scheme in the basic enabling legislation makes
change difficult. Already, in response to this study's questionnaire,
many librarians pointed out that the current definitions have lost much
of their meaning and need revision. The legislative proposals of this
study, if carried out, will also make them inappropriate in certain
aspects. For this reason it is advisable to leave detail of this nature
to administrative action. The power to create such classifications may
be included in the law.

1

Recommendation 33. The authority to create categories
of libraries for statistical and administrative purposes
should be gven by law to the State Librarian, with the
advice of libraries and systems, subiect to approval of
the State Library and Historical Commission.

The alternatives to the above are clear. The lack of classifica-
kion would hamper the planning and management of libraries and library
gYstems. Statistical data would be less useful. Classification by law
is too rigid since changes should follow closely on observed need.

Standards_and_claaaification. A major use of library classifi-
cations and one endorsed by many public librariant in the state, is for
setting standards. The 1969 Act provides for formulation by the State
Librarian of the qualifications for system membership. These qualifi-
cations are incorporated in rules which are submitted to the Commission
for adoption follawing notice and public hearing. These rules are
included as Appendix B of this report, and provide for minimum per
capita funding, minimum book collection, hours of access, and sraffing
requirements. Many libraries attest to the value of the minimum standards
in providing goals for local library authorities to meet. However, for
many libraries well above these minimums the rules have had little benefit.
The pcnential is great, but the current standards so limited in influence
in terms of number of libraries, that the principle should be reaffirmed
but improved in scope of action.
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be continued as a Da t of systems -operations. The law
should continue to authorize the adoption of ritles_Pertaining
to resuirementp of membership, but these rules sbould berg-

Miledtosreadtheerlibraries.

The rules establishing criteria for library categories or classes
in the system Ehould result from the joint effort of the libraries them-
selves, the system offices, and the State Library. They could be related
to.system membership or be separate therefrom. The State Librarian
should submit the proposed rules to the State Library and Historical
Commission, which should hold formal hearings thereon prior to adoption.

3ystem-Administration

Assuming the creation of system governing boards, there remains

the question of system administration. Currently this is accomplished by

designation of a large library as system headquarters with the library

director also serving as system director. Another method :.uiployed widely

in other states is a separate system headquarters staff, the director

being appointed by and serving at the pleasure of the system board. The

staff in this case may be housed in an existing library or separately.

-If system governing boards are created it woulAi be reasonable
to expect a preference in many, if,not most, systems foT a separate .
system headquarters, unrelated to any particular member library. If

some system, however, preferred to retain the services of an existing

library director this could also be provided legislatively.

It seems probable, judging from experienct. -Lsewhere, that all
systems in Texas ultimately, if not immediately, lould find preferable

a separate system headquarters. In this way the problems of conflicL
with local library requirements, of restrictions an purchasing, staffing,

and the like would be avoided. The majority of librarians responding

to the study's questionnaire indicated preference for a system head-

quarters other than a Major Resource Center as under present law. How-

ever, the majority of librarians in some systems expressed a preference

for using the Major Resource Center as headquarters.

Recomendation 35, Leeislation should provide full
authority for a system governing board to appoint
its awn system director.



VII. SIZE AND CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTRICTS NEEDED
TO SUPPORT A COOPERATrVE LIBRARY SYSTEM

As mentioned in the Phase I report the ten systems now constitut-
ing the Texas State Library System are unnecessarily disparate in character-
istics because of the boundaries designated for the districts in which
they operate. While identical profiles are not possible, nor necessary,
there is an advantage in incorporating into every system enough libraries
of varying sizes to permit the development of truly advanced system
services. Enough resources to permit desirable specialization of
system staff and to employ well qualified staff capable of working as
peers of the staif of member libraries also are important. A nationwide
survey of systems in the U. S. conducted in the late 1960's under the
auspices of the American Library Association, pointed out that "a strong
headquarters staff is essential to a productive system."1 The same
report emphasized that "a combination of weak libraries does not make a
strong system." The tendency 'in other states over the years has been to
reduce the number of systems to gain diganizational strength and higher
service potential and to build the qualifications of system staff.

It was pointed out.in the Phase I report that geography appears
to have played too important a part in determining existing system
boundaries in Texas. There is an advantage in not having excessive
travel time, a factbf in providing services and in holding meetings.
However, for system consultants the total travel time for each would be
the same in large or small districts--the total number of consultants
would merely be concentrated in fewer systems. Also, for workshops and
meetings of system librarians, as well as for consultants, other states
have found value in establishing "Zones" within the system area, to be
used for these purposes. These zones may coincide, if convenient, to
the boundaries of councils of goverament.

On the following pages are tub maps suggesting possible revision
of system boundaries. All are based on the boundaries of regional
planning districts designated by the State, the only variation being the
line between Fort Wbrth and Dallas, which already exists for current
system delineation. In drawing these alternative boundaries, the follow-
ing aspects were taken into consideration in addition to the lines of the
planning districts: (a) population, (b) square miles, (c) road network,

1
Nelson Associates, Public Library Systems in the United States.

American Library Association, Chicago 1969, p. 251.
2
Ibid.
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(d) current system boundarils, (e) number of libraries, and (f) mix of

libraries by size, including a minimum of two large libraries (in case

of the alternative with the fewer systems). Plan A would provide nine

districts by combining three systems in west Texas into two, and is

considered the rAnimum consolidation necessary to improve the future

prospects for '.7ong systems in that area. The nine districts are

reasonably simi,:r in number of libraries, with the smallest, No. 6,

containing about half the number of the largest, No. 5. Each of the

nine would contain only one of the existing Major Resource Centers

except No. 2, which would have both Amarillo and Lubbock. This plan

would significantly strengthen the system of which El Paso was previously

the only large library (with no Area Libraries), by adding Odessa and

Midland, both of which have large libraries, as well as a number of

smaller libraries. The areas of each district are not excessively
different, although the three located in west Texas, being sparsely

populated, are larger than the others.

Plan B has the important advantage of two large libraries in each

of six districts, all of which could assume the status of Major Resource

Center, as follows:

1. Abilene, Fort Worth
2. Amarillo, Lubbock
3. Austin, Houston
4. Corpus Christi, San Antonio

5. Dallas, Waco
6. El Paso, Odessa

Currently Waco and Odessa do not have this designation, but are

potential candidates. Other libraries also are growing in capacity and

have great potential for contributing to the systems of which they are

members. In other states distinct advantages have been found in the

collaboration of two or more large libraries in a single system. The

current isolation of the largest libraries would be reduced by this

plan, by placing at least two in every system. The square miles of area

in each district of Plan B would be reasonably similar, with only No. 5,

which has many libraries, being about half the size of the largest, No. 6,

which has fewer libraries despite the larger area.

Both from the point of view of current needs and capacities and

the future growth of system services, Plan B appears to offer much

brighter prospects, and is proposed as preferable for selection. Six

strong systems would enhance the cooperative efforts and should generate

the enthusiastic support necessary to build the systems concept to its

optimal level and sustain it over the years. Plan A, nevertheless, is

considered much superior to the existing boundaries in west Texas.
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APPENDIX A c

STATE LIBRARY SYSTEM

CHAPTER 24 48

H. B. No. 260

An Act relating to the establishment, operation, and financing of a state library
system consisting of a network of interrelated cooperating library systems
designed to provide adequate library facilities and services to the public;
and declaring an emergency.

Be it enacted by the Legigature of the State of Texac:

CHAPTER A. GENERAL PROVISIONS
Short title

Section 1. This Act may be cited as the Library System. Act.
Definitions

Sec. 2. In this Act, unless the context requires a different definition:
(1) "public library" means a library operated by a single public agency

or board that is freely open to all persons under identical conditions and
receives its financial support in whole or in part from public funds;

(2) "Commission" means the Texas State Library and Historical
Commission;

(3) "State Librarian" means the director and librarian of the Texas
State Library;

(4) "library system" means two or more public libraries cooperating
in a system approved by the Commission to improve library service and
to make their resources accessible to all residents of the area which the
member libraries collectively serve;

(5) "state library system" means a network of library systems, inter-
related by contract, for the purpose of organizing library resources
and services for research, information, and recreation to improve state-
wide library service and to serve collectively the entire population of the
state;

(6) "major resource system" means a network of library systems at-
tached to a major resource center, consisting of ,area libraries joined co-
operatively to the major resource center and of community libraries
joined cooperatively to area libraries or directly to the major resource
center;

48. Vernon's Ann.C1v.St. art. 5446a, 99

1-19.
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Clk. 24 61ST LEGISLATUREREGULAR SESSION

(7) "major resource center" means a large public library serving a
population of 200,000 or more within 4,000 or more square miles, and
designated as the central library of a major resource system for referral
service from area libraries in the system, for cooperative service with
other libraries in the system, and for federated operations with other
libraries in the system;

(8) "area library" means a medium-sized public library serving a
population of 25,000 or more, which has been designated as an area library
by the Commission and is a member of a library system interrelated to a
major resource center;

(9) "community library" means a small public library serving a popu-
lation of less than 25,000, which is a member of a library system inter-
related to a major resource center;

(10) "contract" means a written agreement between Iwo or more
libraries to cooperate, consolidate, or receive one or more services;

(11) "standards" means the criteria established by the Commission
which must be met before a library may be accredited and eligible for
membership in a major resource system;

(12) "accreditation of libraries" means the evaluation and rating of
public libraries and library systems using the standards as a basis;

(18) "governing body" means that body which has the power to au-
thorize a library to join, participate in, or withdraw from a library
system; and

(14) "library board" means the body which has the authority to give
administrative direction or advisory counsel to a library or library system.

CHAPTER B. STATE LIBRARY SYSTEM
Eatabilehment

Sec. 8. The Commission shall establish and develop a state library
system.

Advisory board
Sec. 4. (a) The Commission shall appoint an advisory board of five

librarians qualified by training, experience, and interest to advise the
Commission on the policy to be followed in the application of the provi-
sions of this Act.

(b) The term of office of a board member is three years, except that
the initial members shall draw lots for terms, one to serve a one-year
term, two to serve a two-year term, and two to serve a three-year term.

(c) The board shall meet at least once a year. Other meetings may
be called by the Commission during the year.

(d) The members of the board shall serve without compensation, but
shall be reimbursed their act"ual and necessary expenses incurred in the
performance of their official duties.

(e) Vacancies shall be filled for the remainder of the unexpired term
in the same manner as original appointments.

(f) No member may serve more than two consecutive terms.
Plan of service

Sec. 5. The State Librarian shall submit an initial plan for the es-
tablishment of the state library system and an annual plan for the devel-
opment of the system for review by the advisory board and approval by
the Commission.
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CHAPTER C. MAJOR RESOURCE SYSTEM
Authority to establish

Sec. 6. The Commission may establish and develop major resource
systems in conformity with the plan for a state library system as pro-
vided in Chapter B, Sec. 5 of this Act.

Membership In system

Sec. 7. (a) Elibility for membership in the system is dependent on
accreditation of the library by the Commission on the basis of standards
established by the Commission.

(b) To meet population change, economic change, and changing serv-
ice strengths of member libraries, a major resource system may be reor-
ganized, merged with another system, or partially transferred to another
system by the Commission with the approval of the appropriate govern-
ing bodies of the libraries comprising the system.

Operation and management

Sec. 8. (a) Governing bodies within a major resource system area
may join in the development, operation, and maintenance of the system and
appropriate and allocate funds for its support.

(b) Governing bodies of political subdivisions of the state may nego-
tiate separately or collectively a contract with the governing bodies of
member libraries of a major resource system for all library services or
for those services defined in the contract.

(c) On petition of 10 percent of the qualified electors in the latest
general election of a county, city, town, or village within the major re-
source system service area, the govurning body of that political sub-
division shall call an election to vote on the question of whether or not
the political subdivision shall establi:sh contractual relationships with
the major resource system.

(d) The governing body of a major resource center and the Commis-
sion may enter Into contracts and agreements with the governing bodies
of other libraries, including but not limPed to other public libraries, school
libraries and media centers, academic li aries, technical information and
research libraries, or systems of such libraries, to provide specialized re-
sources and services to the major resource system in effecting the
purposes of this Act.

Withdrawal from make .0fouree system
Sec. 9. (a) The governing body any political subdivision of the

state may by resolutiou or ord, tthdraw from the system. Notice
of withdrawal must be made r.vt less than 90 days before the end of the
major resource center fiscal year.

(b) The provision for termination of all or part of a major resource
system does not prohibit revision of the system by the Commission, with
approval of the appropriate governing bodies, by reorganization, by trans-
fer of part of the system, or by merger with other systems.

(c) The governing body of a public library which proposes to become
a major resource center shall submit an initial plan of service for the,
major resource system to the State Librarian. Thereafter, the governing
body of the major resource center shall submit an annual plan of system
development, made in consultation with the advisory council, to the State
Librarian.

A-3
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Advisory council
Sec. 10. (a) An advisory council for each major resource system is

established, consisting of six lay members representing the member
libraries of the system.

(b) The governing body of each member library of the system shall
elect or appoint a representative for the purpose of electing council mem-
bers. The representatives shall meet within 10 days following their selec-
tion and shall elect the initial council from their group. Thereafter, the
representatives in an annual meeting shall elect members of their group
to fill council vacancies arising dug to expiration of terms of office.
Other vacancies shall be filled for the unexpired term by the remaining
members of the council. The major resource center shall always have
one member on the council.

(c) The term of office of a council member is three years, except
that the initial members.shall..draw _lots for_terms, _two_ to _serve_a one-
year term, two to serve a two-year term, and two to serve a three-year
term. No individual may serve more than two consecutive terms.

(d) The council shall elect a chairman, vice chairman, and secretary.
(e) The council shall meet at least once a year. Other meetings may

be held as often as is required to transact necessarybusiness. A majority
of the council membership constitutes a quorum. The council shall report
business transacted at each meeting to all member libraries of the system.

(f) The members of the council shall serve without compensation, but
shall be reimbursed their actual and necessary expenses incurred in the
performance of their official duties.

(g) The council shall serve as a liaison agency between the member
libraries and their governing bodies and library boards to:

(1) advise in the formulation of the annual plan for service to be of-
fered by the system;

(2) recommend policies appropriate to services needed;
(8) evaluate services reciived ;
(4) counsel with administrative personnel; and
(5) recommend functions and limitations of contracts between co-

operating agencies.
(h) The functions of the advisory council in no way diminish the pow-

ers of local library boards.

CHAPTER D. CONSTITUENTS OF MAJOR RESOURCE SYSTEMS
Major resource center

Sec. 11. (a) The Commission may designate major resource centers.
Doaignation shall be made from existing public libraries on the basis of
criteria approved by the Commission and agreed to by the governing body
or the library involved.

(b) The governing body of the library designated by the Commission
as a major resource center may accept the designation by resolution or
ordinance stating the type of service to be given and the area to be served.

(c) The Commission may revoke the designation of a major resource
center which ceases to meet the criteria for a major resource center or
which fails to comply with obligations stated in the resolution or or-
dinance agreements. The Commission shall provide a fair hearing on
request of the major resource center.

(d) Funds allocated by governing bodies contracting with the major
resource center and funds contributed from state grants-in-aid for the

A-4
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purposes of this Act shall be deposited with the governing body operating
the major resource center following such procedures as may be agreed
to by the contributing agency.

(e) The powers of the governing board of the major resource center
in no way diminish the powers of local library boards.

Area library
Sec. 12. (a) The Commission may designate area libraries within

each major resource system service area to serve the surrounding area
with library services for which contracts are made with participating
libraries. Area libraries may be designated only from existing public
libraries and on the basis of criteria approved by the Commission and
agreed to by the governing body of tht library involved.

(b) The governing body of the library designated by the Commission
as an area library may accept the designation by resolution or ordinance
stating the type of service to be given and the area to be served.

(c) The_Conynission may revoke the designatipp_of_ An_area_library._
whiCh Ceities fo meetflie criteria for an area library or fails to comply
with obligations stated in the resohition or ordinance agreement. The
Commission shall provide a fair hearing on request of the major resource
center or area library.

(d) Funds allocated by governing bodies contracting with the area
library and funds contributed from state grants-in-aid for the purposes
of this Act shall be deposited with the governing body operating the area
library following such procedures as may be agreed to by the contributing
agency.

Community library
See., 13. (a) Community libraries accredited by the Commission are

eligible hir membership in a major resource system. .

(b) A community library may join a system by resolution or ordinance
of its governing body and execution of contracts for service.

(c) The Commission may terininate the membership of a community
library in a system if the community library loses its accreditation by
ceasing to meet the minimum standards established by the Commission or
fails to comply with obligations stated in the resolution or ordinance
agreement.

CHAPTER E. STATE GRANTS-IN-AID TO LIBRARIES
Establishment

Sec. 14. (a) A program of state grants within the limitations of
funds appropriated by the Texas Legislature shall be estAlished.

(b) The program of state grants shall include one or more of the fol-
lowing:

(1) system operation grants, to strengthen major resource system
services to member libraries, including grants to reimburse other libraries
for providing specialized services to major resource systems;

(2) incentive grants, to encourage libraries to join together into larger
units of service in order to meet criteria for major resource system men:-
bership;

(3) establishment grants, to help establish libraries which will qualify
for major resource system membership in communities without library
service; and

(4) equalization grants, to help libraries in communities with relative-
ly limited taxable resources to meet criteria for major resource system
membership.

A-5
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Rules and regulations
Sec. 15. (a) Proposed initial rules and regulations necessary to the

administration of the program of state grants, including qualifications
for major resource system membership, shall be formulated by the State
Librarian with the advice of the advisory board.

(b) These proposed rules and regulations shall be published in the
official publication of the Texas State Library. Such publication shall
include notice of a public hearing before the Commission on the proposed
rules and regulations to be held on a date certain not less than 30 nor
more than 60 days following the date of such publication.

(c) Following the public hearing, the Commission shall approve the
proposed rules and regulations or return them to the State Librarian
with recommendations for change. If the Commission returns the pro-
posed rules and regulations to the State Librarian with recommendations
for change, the State Librarian shall consider the recommendations for
change in consultation with the advisory board and resubmit the proposed
rules and regulations to the Commission for its approval.

(d) Revised rules and regulations shall be adopted under the same
procedure provided in this Chapter for the adoption of the initial rules
and regulations.

Administration
Sec. 16. The State Librarian shall administer the program of state

grants and shall promulgate the rules and regulations approved by the
Commission.

Funding
Sec. 17. (a) The Commission may nse funds appropriated by the

Texas Legislature for personnel and othez administrative expenses neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of the Act.

(b) Libraries and library systems may use state grants for materials;
for personnel, equipment, and administrative expenses; and for financ-
ing programs which enrich the services and materials offered a com-
munity by its public library.

(c) State grants may not be used for site acquisition, construction, or
for acquisition, maintenance, or rental of buildings, or for payment of
past debts.

(d) State aid to any free tax-supported public library is a supplement
to and not a replacement of local support.

(e) Exclusive of the expenditure of funds for administrative expenses
as provided in Section 17(a) of this Act, all funds appropriated pursuant
to Section 14 of this Act shall be apportioned among the major resource
systems on the following basis:

Twenty-five percent of such funds shall be apportioned equally to the
major resource systems and the remaining seventy-five percent shall
be apportioned to them on a per capita basis determined by the last
decennial census.

CHAPTER F. OTHER PROVISIONS
Severabi lity

Sec. 18. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to
any person or circumstances is held invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect other provisions or applications of the Act which can be givei
effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the
provisions of this Act are declared to be severable.
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Emergency clause

Sec. 19. The importance of 4his legislation and the crowded condi-
tion of the calendars in both houses create an emergency and an impera=
tive public necessity that the Constitutional Rule requiring bills to be
read on three several days in each house be suspended, and this Rule is
hereby suspended.

Passed by the House on February 20, 1969, by a non-record vote; and
that the House concurred in Senate amendments to H. B. No. 260 on
March 17, 1969, by a non-record vote; passed by the Senate, as
amended, on March 12, 1969, by a .viva-voce vote.

Approved March 20, 1969.
Effective 90 days after date of adjournment.
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APPENDIX B

Rules and Regulations For Third
Biennium of Library Systems Act

The Rules -ind Regulationg are arranged in the following order:
I. Minimum Requirements for Approval of a Major Resource

System
II. Minimum Requirments for Major Resource System

Membership
III. Allocation; of State Grants-In-Aid
IV. System Advisory Council Elections

I. Minimum Requirements for Approval of a Major Resource
System
A. Each major resource system must serve a population of

200,000 or more within 4,000 or more square miles. (De-
rived from the definition of a major resource center, which
is the central library in a major resource system, Chapter
A, Sec. 2 (7) ).

B. A plan of service must be submitted as part of the grant
application for the major resource system (Chapter C, Sec.
9 (c) ). The plan of service must conform to the guidelines
set in the annual plan for the development of the system
submitted by the State Librarian for review by the State
Library Systems Act Advisory Board and approved by the
Commission (Chapter B, Section 5). The plan of service
must be approved by the Commission before system fund-
ing is released by the Texas State Library.
The annual plan must be prepared and submitted to the
Texas State Library by the major resource center and
must include documentation indicating full participation
in the planning process by the system advisory council,
system member librarians, and lay representatives.

B-1
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C. Services offered to all participating libraries in a major
resource system must be included in the system plan of
service. Such services may include, but are not limited tn
centralized purchasing, centralized processing, union cata-

logs, reciprocal borrowing among libraries, books-by-mail,
promotion of library services, provision of library materials
in non-print formats, system-wide use of automation
equipment, provision of professional specialists as con-
sultants to libraries in the system, and rapid delivery sys-
tems. System member libraries may or may not participate
in all services offered by the Major Resource System.
A six-year plan for system service must be annually revised

and updated with major accomplishments of previous years

cited. Data determining the adequacy of library service
and procedures to evaluate the effectiveness of system pro-

grams must be included in this plan. The updated six-
year plan must be annually prepared and submitted to the
Texas State Library by the major resource center and
must include documentation indicating full participation
in the planning. process by the system advisory council,
system member libraries and the lay representative.

E. The counties served by a major resource system must be
contiguous unless permission to vary is granted by the
Commission upon recommendation of the Advisory Board

and the State Librarian.
F. External boundaries of major resource systems must be

coterminous with the boundaries of Councils of Govern-

ment, unless permission to vary is granted by the
Governor's Office at the request of the State Librarian.

II. Minimum Requirements for Major Resource System Mem-

bership
To be eligible for membership in a major resource system, a
library must be accredited on the basis of criteria estab-
lished by the State Library and Historical Commission
(Chapter C, Sec. 7 (a) ). A major resource system is comprised

of public libraries of the following types: major resource cen-

ters, area libraries, and community libraries (Chapter A, Sec.

2 (6) ). The population served by a public library determines
its classification as an area or community library. The popula-
tion cited in the latest decennial census for the city and/or
county appropriating public monies in support of the library.
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A municipal library contracting with its county government
will be credited with all or a portion of the rural county popu-
lation depending on whether other municipal libraries in the
county also receive county financial support.
To qualify for major resource system membership, a public
library must meet certain general requirements, as well as
requirements for its designation as a major 'resource center,
area, or community library. Accordingly, membership re-
quirements appear in the following order:

(A) Minimum Requirements Applying to All Libraries
(B) Terms of Conditional Membership Applying to All

Libraries
(C) Requirements for major resource centers
(D) Requirements for area libraries
(E) Requirements for community libraries

A. Minimum Requirements Applying to All Libraries
To qualify for major resource system membership, a li-
brary must:
(1) Be a legally established public library
(2) File a current and complete annual report with the

Texas State Library
(3) Receive at least SO percent of its local appropriations

required to meet the minimum per capita support (as
cited in these Rules and Regulations in II.0 (2), II.D
(2), and II.E (2) ) from local tax sources. Local tax
sources shall be defined as monies appropriated by city
and county governments from their general revenue
monies or from revenue-sharing monies.

B. Terms of Conditional Membership Applying to All
Libraries
If a library is unable to meet the system membership re-
qiiirements, the following designations may be granted by
the Commission:
(1) The Commission may designate a library which does

not meet one of the requirements in II.C, D, or E, as
a provisional member of the major resource system if
the library can demonstrate expectation of meeting
the requirement within three years from the year of
initial designation. Such exception will not be

'extended beyond the first, three years from initial
designation.
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(2) The Commission may designate a library as a proba-
tional member of the major resource system for one
year if the library suffers a decrease in one of the sys-
tem membership requirements. Probational status will
not be granted if the lifirary has dropped below the
minimum requirements for per capita support or
number of book .volumes. Probational status will be
gr, ed only to libraries that previously met all sys-
tem membership requirements.

C. Minimum Requirements for Major Resource System
Membership as a Major Resource Center
THE LIBRARY SYSTEMS ACT SETS THE FOLLOW-
ING REQUIREMENT (CHAPTER A, SEC. 2 (7) ):
(1) "Major resource center" means a large public library

serving a population of 200,000 or more within a 4,000
or more square miles, and designated as the central
library of a major. resource system for referral from
area libraries in the system, for cooperat;ve service
with other libraries in the system, and for federated
operation with other libraries in the system.

THE STATE LIBRARY AND HISTORICAL COMMIS-
SION SETS THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:
(2) It must have local appropriations accounting to at

least $2.00 per capita.
(3) In order to continue participation in the major

resource system as a fully qualified member, local
support must increase each year until current Ameri-
can Library Association standards are met.

(4) A library designated as a major resource center must
have a collection of at least 100,000 volumes and be
making annual progress toward meeting current
American Library Association standards.

(5) It must have a staff adequate in training and in num-
ber to meet its essential functionsincluding one fill-
time professional librarian assigned full-time to major
resource system duties with adequate support staff.
(For the purposes of these rules and regulations a pro-
fessional librarian is defined as a librarian holding a
fifth-year degree in librarianship from an American
Library Association accredited library school).

(6) It must be open for service not less than 60 hours per

300
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week.
D. Minimum Requirements for Major Resource System

Membership as an Ares Library.
THE LIBRARY SYSTEMS ACT SETS THE FOLLOW-
ING REQUIREMENT
(CHAPTER A, SEC. 2 (8) ):
(1) "Area library" means a medium-size public library

serving a population of 25,000 or more, which has been
designat....d as an area library by the Commission
and is a. member of a library system interrelated to a
major resource center.

THE STATE LIBRARY AND HISTORICAL COMMIS-
SION SETS THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:
(2) It must have local appropriations amounting to at

least $1.50 per capita.
(3) In order to continue participation in the major

resource system as a fully. qualified member, local
support must increase each year until current Ameri-
can Library Association standards are met.

(4) A library designated as an area library must have a
collection of at least 25,000 volumes and be making
annual progress toward meeting current American
Library Association standards.

(5) It must have a staff adequate to perform the services
specified in its service plan including at least one
professional librarian.

(6) It must be open for service at least 40 hours per week.
E. Minimum Requirements for Major Resource System

Membership as a Community Library
THE LIBRARY SYSTEMS ACT SETS THE
FOLLOWING REQUIREMENT
(CPAPTER A, SEC. 2 (9) ):
(1) "Community liirary" means a small public library

serving a population of less than 25,000, which is a
member of a library systeM interrelated to a major
resource center.

THE STATE LIBRARY AND HISTORICAL COMMIS-
SION SETS THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:
(2) A Community library must have a local appropriation

of at least $5,000 or $1.00 per capita, whichever is
greater. The minimum budget of $5,000 is essential
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for a library's qualification as a community library in
a major resource system.

(3) In order to continue participation in the major
resource system as a fully qualified member, local
support must increase each year until current Ameri-
can Library Association standards are met.

(4) It must have a book collection of at least 10,000
volumes and be making annual progress toward
Meeting current American Library Association
standards.

(5) It must have a local liudget allocation for staff.
(6) If serving a population of 10,000 to 25,000, it must be

open for service at least 30 hours per week. If serving a
population of less than 10,000 it must be open for
service at least 20 hours per week.

(7) Libraries serving communities too small to support a
library capable of meeting these requirements may
qualify for major resource system membership by
joining with other libraries on an agreement or on a
contractual basis to form a unit large enough to
support adequate service. Libraries which join on such
a basis to operate and offer services as parts of a single
local unit shall be considered as a single library for the
purposes of qualifying for participation in a major
resource system.

III. Allocation of State Grants-in-Aid
The Library Systems Act authorized four types of grants-in-
aid: system operation, incentive, establishment, and equali-
zation. Below are listed the types of grants as defined by the
Act, followed by the Commission rules governing their allo-
cation. Application for these grants shall be included in the
annual plan for service submitted by the major resource sys-
tem.
A. System operation grants, to strengthen major resource

system services to member libraries, including grants to
reimburse other libraries for providing specialized services
to major resource systems (Chapter E, Sec. 14 (b) (1) ).
System operation grants are designed to initiate and con-
tinue cooperative region-wide services sponsored by the
system. Application for a system operation grant may
include reimbursement to the major resource center or

B-6
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other contracting library for all actual and real expenses
incurred in the performance of the service contract.

B. Incentive grants, to encourage libraries to join together
into large units of service in order to meet criteria for
major resource system membership (Chapter E, Section 14
(b) ). System member libraries may also join together into
a county or multi-county library system and may be eligi-
ble for incentive grants. By jcining together into such a
unit bY either formal agreement or contract, the governing
authority for the county or multi.county unit will be em-
powered to receive direct cash gn.,nts authorized by the
major resource system under the pr ovisions of the Library
Systems Act, Chapter D. The sing:e unit library system
will be eligible for incentive grants it, three consecutive
years.

C. Establishment grants, to help establish libraries which will
qualify for major resource system membership in com-
munities without library service. (Chapter E, Sec. 14 (b)
(3) ). An establishment grant will be a grant to help a
community without library service to meet the minimum
requirements established by the Commission for system
membership, provided the library to be established will
serve at least a county. A newly established library may
apply for system membership in the year in which the li-
brary becomes operational. Such a library may be provi-
sionally accredited as a system member if it fails to meet no
more than two requirements as specified in II.D (1-6). Such
provisional accreditation will not be extended for more
than three years following that library's designation as a
community library. For purposes of definition, an iinserved
county is defined as either a county with no existing public
library service or a county. that is served by a library that
his not expended funds from local city and/or county
taxes for a period of three years prior to application for
an establishment grant. A period of establishment may
not exceed three years.

D. Equalization grants, to help libraries in communities with
relatively limited taxable resources to meet crfteria for
major resource system membership. (Chapter E, Sec. 14
(b) (4) ). A formula will be devised by the State Library at
such time as the Texas legislature standardizes property
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assessment practices sufficiently to determine the ability of
communities or counties to support library .service. If by
such formula, as approved by the Commission, it is deter-
mined by the State Library that the taxing unit is
providing library support to the maximum of its ability to
pay, the library will be eligible to receive an equalization
grant to enable it to meet requirements for membership in
a Major Resource System.
Determination of Bases on Which Grants-in-Aid Are
Made to the Major Resource Systems. Chapter E, Sec. 17
(e) defines the distribution of state Library Systems Act
funding in the following manner:
Exclusive of the expenditure of funds for administrative
expenses as provided in Section 17 (a) of this Act, all
funds appropriated pursuant to Section 14 of this Act
shall be apportioned among the major resource systems
on the following basis:
Twenty-five percent of such funds shall be apportioned
equally to the major resource systems and the remaining
seventy-five percent shall be apportioned to them on a per
capita basis determined by the last decennial census.
The per capita basis as referred to above for the
distribution of the remaining seventy-five percent of the
state Library Systems Act funds is defined as the per
capita membership within the system.

IV. System Advisory Council Elections
THE LIBRARY SYSTEMS ACT SETS THE FOLLOWING
REQUIREMENTS
(CHAPTER C, SEC. 10 (a-d) ):
(1) An advisory council for each major resource system is

established consisting of six lay members representing the
member libraries of the system.

(2) The governing body of each member Pl-,-ary of the system
shall elect or appoint a representanve for the purpose of
electing council members. The representatives shall meet
within 10 days following their selection and shall elect the
initial council from their group. Thereafter, the repre-
sentatives in an annual meeting shall elect members of
their group to fill council vacancies arising due to expira-
tion of terms of office.

(3, file term of office of a council member is three years.
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(4) The council shall elect a chairman, vice-chairman, and
secretary.

THE STATE LIBRARY AND HISTORICAL COMMIS-
SION SETS THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:
(5) The governing body of each member library of the

system shall annually elect or appoint a representative for
the purpose of electing council membrs.

(6) Broad geographical representation is encouraged on the
systeM advisory council.

(7) The representative elected to council shall complete his
council term of three years even though the council mem-
ber may be replaced as the official representative of the
system member library. If the council member is replaced
as the official representative, the new representative may
vote in behalf of his library at the annual meeting of
representatives to fill council vacancies. No individual
library in the system shall have more than one repre-
sentative on the system advisory council.

(8) Vacancies bn the system advisory councils arising for
reasons other than the regular expiration of terms of
office may be filled from among the lay representatives for
the unexpired term by the remaining members of the
council. If the unexpired term is held by an officer elected
by the group, the lay representative appointed to fill the
unexpired term need not necessarily be that officer. The
vacated office can be filled from among the members
already on that council.

(9) The advisory council shall annually elect a chairman, vice
chairman, and secretary.

(10) A county or multi-county library system will be eligible to
send to the annual meeting of lay representatives either a
citizen to represent the entire county or multi-county
library system; or the county or multi-county library sys-
tem may elect to permit each individual member in that
system to send one representative to the lay meeting. Only
those county or multi-county system member libraries
which could individually qualify for Texas library system
membership may be eligible to send a lay representative.

, 'No county or multi-county library system may have more
than one representative serving on the major resource
system advisory council at the same time.

B-9
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Requirements for All

Member libraries

OUTLINE OF CIUTERIA FOR MEMBERSHIP

Per Capita

Support

Major Resource Center $2,00

Area Library

(A library serving

more than 25,000

people must qualify

as an area library.)

Conununity library

Be a legally established Library

Must increase per capita support and

size of collection until current ALA

standards are met

Book

Collection

100,000 volumes. 60 hours per week

File a current and complete annual

report with the Tens State Library

Receive at least 50 percent of the

funds required for system membership

from city and/or county appropriations

Hours of Access Ste Staff

$1.50 25,000 volumes 40 hours per week

$1.00 per

capita or

$5,000, which

ever is greater

10,000 volumes -30 hours per week if

serving more than

10,000 persons; 20

hours r week if

serving INT than

10,000 persons

A staff adequate to meet

essential functions, includ-,

ing one professional assign-

ed full-time to system du-

ties with adequate support

staff

A staff adequate to meet

essential functions, includ-

ing one professional lib-

rarian

A local budget allocation

for staff

The chart above simply summarizes criteria for system membership. Full explanations fo these cdteria as well as policy statements

on provisional and probational membership are included in the Rules and Regulations.
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APPENDIX C

STATE OF TEXAS

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION ACT

ARTICLE 4413(32c)

Purpose

Section 1. It is the purpose of this Act to improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of local governments by authorizing the fullest
possible range of intergovernmental contracting authority at the local
level including contracts between counties and cities, between and
among counties, between and among cities, between and among school dis-
tricts, and between and among counties, cities, school districts, and
other political subdivisions of the state, and agencies of the state.

Short Title

Sec. 2. This Act may be cited as The Interlocal Cooperation Act.

Definitions

Sec. 3. As used in this Act:

(1) "local government" means a county; a home rule city or a

city, village, or town organized under the general laws of this state;
a special district; a school district; a junior college district; any
other legally constituted political subdivision of the state; or a
combination of political subdivisions.

(2) "governmental functions and services" means all or part of
any function or service included within the following general areas':
police protection and.detention services; fire protection; streets,
roads, and drainage; public health and welfare; parks; recreation;
library services; waste disposal; planning; engineering; administrative
functions; and such other governmental functions which are of mutual
concern to the contracting parties.

(3) "administrative functions" means functions normally associated
with the routine operation of government such as tax assessment and
collection, personnel services, purchasing, data processing', warehousing,
equipment repair, and printing.

Authority to make Interlocal Contracts and Agreements

Sec. 4. (a) Any local government may contract or agree with one
or more local governments to perform governmental functions and services
under terms of this Act.
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(b) The agreements or contracts may be for the purpose of study-
ing the feasibility of contractual performance of any governmental
functions or services or may be for the performance of any governmental
functions or services which all parties to the contract are legally
authorized perform, provided such contracts or agreements shall be
duly autorized by the governing body of each party to the contract or
agret:ement. An interlocal contract or agreement shall state the purpose,
terms, rights, objectives, duties, and responsibilities of the contract-
ing parLjes. Interlocal contracts and agreements may be renewed annually
and shall specify that the party or parties paying for the performance
of govermental functions or services shall make payments therefor from
current revenues available to the paying party.

(c) The authority of a political subdivision to perform a con-
t7accual service includes the authority to apply the rules, regulations,
and ordinances of either the subdivision receiving the service or of
the subdivision providing the service, whichever standard may be agreed
upon by the contracting political subdivisions.

(d) The contracting parties to any interlocal contract or agree-
ment shall have full authority to create an administrative agency or
designate an existing political subdivision for the supervision of
performance of an interlocal contract or agreement and any adminis-
trative agency so created or political subdivision so designated shall
have the authority to employ personnel and engage in other administrative
activities And provide other administrative services necessary to execute
the terms of any interlocal contract or agreement.

(e) The contracting parties to any interlocal contract or agree-
ment shall have full authority to contract with state departments and
agencies as defined in Article 4413(32), Vernon's Texas Civil

Statutes. The contracting parties to interlocal contract or agreement
shall have specific authority to contract with the Department of Cor-
rections for the construction, operation and maintenance of a
regional correctional facility provided that title to the land on which
said facility is to be constructed is deeded to the Department of
Corrections and provided further that a contract is executed by and
between all the parties as to payment for the housing, maintenance and
rehabilitative treatment of persons held in jails who cannot otherwise
be transferred under authority of existing statutes to the direct
responsibility of the Department of Corrections.

(f) No person acting under an interlocal contract or agreement shall
be deemed to be holding more than one office of honor, trust, or profit
or more than one civil,office of emolument.

Water Supply and Waste Water Treatment Facility Contracts and Leases

Sec. 5. (a) Any city, town, district, or river authority within
the state may enter intc a contract with any other city, town, district,
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or river authority created under the constitution and laws of this state
for the purpose of obtaining or providing water supply or waste water
treatment facilities or any interest therein. Any city, town, district,
or river authority may also enter into a contract with any other city,
town, district, or river authority for the leasing or operation of wc...er
supply facilities or waste water treatment facilities or any interest
therein.

(b) Any contract authorized by this section may provide that the
city, town, district, or river authority obtaining one of the services
may not obtain these same services from any other source other than the
city, town, district, or river authority with which it contracted except
to the extent provided in the contract. If any such contract so provides,
payments made thereunder shall be operating expenses of the contracting
party's water supply system or waste water treatment facilities, or
both, as the case may be.

(c) Except as provided in Subsection (d) of this section, any
contract entered into under this section may contain any terms and
extend for any period of time to which the parties can agree, and may
provide that it will continue in effect until bonds specified in it
and-refunding bonds issued in' lieu of those bonds are paid.

(d) No tax revenues shall be pledged to the payment of amounts
agreed to be paid under any contract entered into under this section.

(e) This section is wholly sufficient authority for executing the
contracts mentioned in it regardless of any restrictions or limitations
contained in any other laws.

Saving Clause

Sec. 6. The enactment of this law shall not affect or impair any
act done or right, obligation, or penalty existing before enat.Iment of
this law.

Cumulative Clause

Sec. 7. The provisions of this Act shall be cumulative of all
other laws or parts of laws, general or special.

Severability Clause

Sec. 8. If any provisions of this Act or the application thereof
to any person or circumstance is held invalid, such invalidity shall
not affect other provisions or applications of the Act which can be
given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this
end the provisions of this Act are declared to be severable.

Acts 1971, 62nd Leg., p. 1971, ch. 513, eff. May 31, 1971.
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APPENDIX D

ART. 1011m, V.A.C.S., REGIONAL PLANNING COMWS3/1Ng

Definitions

Section 1. A. "City" means any incorporated city, town or village in the State of Texas.
B. "Governmental Unit" means any county, city, town, village, authority, district or other political

subdivision of the state.
C. "Commission" means a Regional Planning Commission, Council of Governments or similar regional

planning agency created wider this Act.
D. "Region," "Area," or "Regional" means a geographic area consisting of a county or two or more

adjoining counties which have common problems or transportation. water supply, drainage or land use, similar,
common or interrelated forms of urban development or concentration, or special problems of agriculture,
forestry, conservation or other matters, or any combination thereof. It is the intention of this Act to permit the
greatest possible flexibility amoung the various participating governmental units to organize and establish
Commissions most suitable to the nature of the area problems as they see them.

E. "Comprehensive Development Planning Process" means the process of (1) assessing the needs and
resources of an area; (2) formulating goals, objectives, policies and standards to guide its long-range physical.
economic. and human resource development; and (3) preparing plans and programs therefore which tat ident ify
alternative courses of action and the spacial and functional relationships among the activities to he carried out
thereunder, (b) specify the appropriate ordering in time of such activities, (c) take into account other relevant
factors affecting the achievement of the desired development of the area, (d) provide an overall framework and
guide for the preparation of function and project development plans, (e) make recommendations for long-range
programming and financing of capital projects and facilities which are of mutual concern to two or more member
governments. and (f) make such other recommendations as may be deemed appropriate.

F. "General purpose governmental unit" means a county or incorporated municipality.

Objectives

Sec. 2. The purpose of this Act is to encourage and permit local units of government to join and cooperate
with one another to improve the health, safety and general welfare of their citizens; to plan for the future
development of communities, areas, and regions to the end that transportation systems may be more carefully
planned; that communities, areas, and regions grow with adequate street, utility, health, educational,
recreational, and other essential facilities; that needs of agriculture, business, and industry be recognized; that
residential areas provide healthy surroundings for family life; that historical and cultural value be preserved;
and that the growth of the communities, areas, and regions is commensurate with and promotive of the efficient
and economical use of public funds.

Creation

Sec. 3. (a) Any two or more general purpose governmental units may join in the exercise, performance,
and cooperation of planning, powers, duties, and functions as provided by law for any or all such governmental
units. When two or more such governmental units agree, by ordinance, resolution, rule, order, or other means,
to cooperate in regional planning, they may establish a Regional Planning Commission. But nothing in this Act
shall be construed to limit the powers of the participating governmental units as provided by existing law. The
participating governmental units, by appropriate mutual agreement, may establish a Regional Planning
Commission for a region designated in such agreement, provided that such region shall consist of territory under
their respective jurisdictions, including extraterritorial jurisdiction.

(b) The geographicboundaries of Commissions established under this Act must be consistent with State
Planning Regions or Subregions as delineated by the Governor and subject to review andmodification at the end

of each State biennium.

Powers

Sec. 4. (a) Under this Act, a Regional Planning Commission shall be a political subdivision of this State, the
general purpose of which is to make studies and plans to guide the unified, farreaching development of the area,
to eliminate duplication, and to promote economy and efficiency in the coordinated develolpment of the area.
The Commission may make plans for the development of the area whi^h may include recomme.,, lions on major
thoroughfares, streets, traffic and transportation studies, bridges, airports, parks, recreation si s, school sites,
public utilities, land use, water supply, sanitation facilities, drainage, public buildings, population density, open
spaces, and other items relating to the effectuation of the general purpose.

(b) The plans and recommendations of the Commission may be adopted in whole or in part by the
respective governing bodies of the cooperating governmental units. The Commission may assist the
participating governmental units individually or ollectively in carrying out plans or recommendations
developed by the Commission...The Commission may assist any participating governmental unit individually in
the preparation or effectuation of local planning consistent with the general purposes of this Act.

(c) The Commission may contract with one or more of its member governments to perform any ice

which that government could, by contract, have any private organization without governmental powers
perform, provided that such contract imposes no cost or obligation upon any member government not signatory
thereto.

(d) A Commission may purchase, lease or otherwise acquire, hold, sell or otherwise dispose of real and
personal property. It may employ such staff, and consult with and retain such experts as it deems necessary. It

310
D-1



may provide for retirement benefits for its employees by means of a jointly contributory retirement plan with an
agency, firm, or corporation authorized to do business in this State. A Commission may participate in the Texas
Municipal Retirement System, the State Employees Retirement System or the City. County, and District
Retirement System when such established systems by legislation or administrative arrangement make such
participation permissible.

(e) Agencies of the State government and of governmental units are authorized to detail or loan
employees to a Commission on either a reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis as may be mutually agreed by
the State agency or governmental unit and the Commission. During the period of loan or detail the person will
continue to he an employee of the lending agency or unit for purposes of salary, leave, retirement and other
personnel henefits hut will work under the direction and supervision of the Commission. A loan or detail made
pursuant to this section shall expire at the mutual consent of the loaning or detailing agency or governmental
unit and the Commission.

I f) In t.ach State Planning Region or Suhregion in which a Commission has been organized, the governing,
}toffy of each govrnrnental unit within the Region or Subregion, whether or not such unit is a memher of the
Commission, shall submit to the Commission for review and comment any application for loans or grants-in.aid
from to4encies of the federal government (for a project for which the federal government at the time is requiring
the review and romment of an areawide planning agency) or agencies of the State of Texas hefore such
applicat ion is filed with the federal or State government. For federallyaided projects for which an areawide
review is required by federal law or regulation, the Commission shall review such application from the
standprdnt of consistency with regional plans and such other considerations as may he specified in federal or
State regulations and shall enter its comments upon the application, returning same to the originating
governmental unit..

igt With respect to other federally-aided projects and to Stateaided projects, the Commksion shall
advise the governmental units as to whether or not the proposed project for which funds are requested has
region wide significance. If it does not have region wide significance, the Commission shall certify that it is not in
conflict with the regional plan or policies. If it does have region wide significance, the Commission shall
determine whether or not it is in conflict with the regional plan or policies. In making such determination. it may
also consider whether the proposed project is properly coordinated with other existing or proposed projects
within the region. The Commission shall thereupon record upon the application its views and comments and
transmit the application to the originating governmental unit, with a copy to the federal or State agency
concerned.

Ito The Governor shall issue guidelines to Commissions and governmental units to carr: out the
provkions of this Act relating to review and comment procedures.

The Governor and agencies of the State shall provide such technical information and assistance to
mmbers of (7ommissions and their staffs as will increase to the greatest extent feasible the capabilities of such
Commissions in discharging the various duties and responsibilities set forth in this Act.

Operations

See.5. The cooperating governmental units may through joint agreement determine the nuriber and
qualifications of the governing body of the Commksion. The governing body of the Commission shall ;.;insist of at
least sixty.six and two-thirds percent (66-2/3%) elected officials of general purpose governmental units. The
joint agreement may provide for the manner of cooperation and the means and methods of the operation of the
Commission. The joint agreement may provide a method for the employment of the staff and consultants. the
pportionment of the cost and expenses, and the purchase of property and materials. The joint agreement may
allow for the addition of other governmental units to the cooperative arrangement.

Funds

Sec. 6. (a) A Regional Planning Commission is authorized ' apply for, contract for. receive and expend for
its purpose any funds or grants from any participating governmental unit or from the State of Texas, federal
government. or any other source.

iI The Conimission shall have no power to levy any character of tax whatever. The participating
ernment:d units may appripriate funds to the Commission for the cost and expenses required in the

performance of its purposes.
icl A Commission which meets the conditions set forth below shall be annually eligible for a maximum

amount of State financial assistance based on the formula: Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000.00) base grant to each
eert if ied organizat ion. plus an additional One Thnusand Dollars ($1,000.00) per dues paying member county, plus
an additional ten cents l$.10) per capita for all population served of dues paying member counties and
i nrorporated municipalities. The minimum amount of annual State financial assistance for which a Commission
shall apply shall be Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000.00).

id) A Commission to (ualify for State financial assistance must have an amount of funds available annually
from sources other than federal or state Governments equal to or greater than one-half of the State financial
astanee amount for which the Commission applies.

le) In order to he eligible for State financial assistance, a Commission shall comply with the regulations of
the agency respongtHe for administering this Act and shall:

ill Offer memhership in the Commission to all general purpose governments (counties and incorporated
municipalities) included in the State Planning Region or Subregion:

'21 Be compos(d of two or more general purpose governments having a combined population equal to not
less than sixty percent i60%) of the total population of the State Planning Region or Subregion, and for purposes
of t his Act the population of the county shall he the population outside any dues paying memher incorporated
municipality:
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(3) Eacompass a geographical area that is economically and geographically interrelated and which forms a
logical planning area or region and includes at least one full county;

(41 Be engaged in a comprehensive developmert planning process.

Interstate Commissions

Sec. 7. With advance approval of the Governor; a Commission including a region or area which is
contiguous to an area lying in another state may join with any similar cbmmission or planning agency in such
areas to form an interstate Regional Planning Commission or may permit the Commission in the contiguous area
to participate in the planning functions of a Commission formed pursuant to this Act, and the funds provided
under the provisions of Section 6 of this Act may be commingled with the funds provided by the state
governments; having jurisdiction over the contiguous areas.

International Areas

Sec. 8. With advance approval of the Governor, a Commission in a region or area contiguous to areas in the
Republic of Mexico may expend the funds available under the provisions of Section 6 of this Act in cooperation
with agencies of the Republic of Mexico or its constituent state or local governments for planning studies
encompassing areas lying both in this state and in contiguous territory of the Republic of Mexico.

Dissolution

Sec. 9. Unless it has been agreed to the contrary, any participating governmental unit may, by a majority
vote of its membership qualified in serving, withdraw from its participation in any Regional Planring
Commission.
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APPENDIX E

BYLAWS OF THE
CAPITAL AREA PLANNING COUNCIL

PREAMBLE

We, the representatives of local governments in the
Central Texas area, hereby join together in a voluntary
organization to be known as Capital Area Planning Council,
for the purpose of meeting at regular intervals to discuss
and study community challenges of mutual interest and concern,
and to develop plans, policies and action recormendations for
ratification and implementation by member local governments
and other appropriate levels of government within the region.

We realize that our individual and common destinies
rest with the interdependent actions of the local governments
which comprise our region.

This voluntary association which we have formed is a
vehicle for closer cooperation and is a voluntary organization
of local governments by which the members seek, by mutual
agreement, solutions to mutual problems for mutual benefit.

Our goal is to combine our total resources for regional
planning beyond our individual capabilities.

ARTICLE I - ORGANIZATION

There is hereby organized a Regional Planning Commission
which shall be known as the Capital Area Planning Council which
shall be a voluntary association of the local Governmental units
located within Bastrop, Blanco, Burnet, Caldwell, Fayette, Hays,
Lee, Llano, Travis and Williamson Counties. The Council is
organized under the authority of Article 1013m, Vernon's Annotated
Civil Statutes, is amended, and may exercise any powers heretofore
or hereafter conferred upon it by State Law.

ARTICLE II - OBJECTIVES AND'PURPOSES

The objectives of the Council shall be to encourage and
permit local units of government to join and cooperate with one
another and with other governmental units and public service
organizations to improve the health safety and general welfare
of their citizens and to plan for the future development of the
Region.
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The Council shall have the following general purposes:

1. To make studies and plans to guide the unified, far-

reaching development of the Region and assist any participating
governmental unit in the prepatation of the plans or effectuation

of plans consistent with the general objectives and purposes of

the Council.

2. To eliminate duplication and to promote economy and

efficiency in the coor-iinated development of the Region.

3. To serve as a tautual forum to identify, discuss, study

and bring into focus regional challenges and opportunities.

4. To serve as a vehicle for the collection and exchange

of regional information and to provide for effective communication

and coordination among governments and agencies.

5. To foster, develop and review policies, plans and

priorities for regional growth, development and consideration.

6. To furnish general and technical aid to member govern-

ments.

7. To facilitate agreements and cooperative action

proposals amon member governments for specific projects or other

interrelated dcvelopmental needs.

'8. To maintain liaison with members, governmental units

and groups or organizations and to serve as a regional spokesman

for local governmental interests.

9. To review, coordinate, and expedite federal, state

and local programs that arc of a regional nature.

10. To develop plans or programs or carry out such activities

as may be agreed upon by the Council.

ARTICLE III - MEMBERSHIP

1. Governmental units and other agencies, as identified

below, may establish and retain membership in the Council by
appropriate legal action of its governing body; and complying with

the requirements in the Bylaws concerning financial contributions

of its members.

2. The membership categories and organizations eligible
to become members of the Council shall bc as follows:

a. FULL MEMBERS: Counties, cities, towns and villages

b. ASSOCIATE MEMBERS: Independent (and common) school
districts and water, sewer, hospital nnd other

special districts.
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c. AFFILIATE MEMBERS: Other local, state and
federal governmental units or agencies, publicly
and privately owned public utilities; and non-
profit organizations specifically concerned with
health, welfare, economic and civic development,
subject to the approval of the Executive Committee.

3. To be eligible for membership, a governmental unit or
other organization shall be situated, in whole or in part, within
the area described in Article 1 of these Bylaws.

4. A member of the Council may withdraw by appropriate
legal action of its governing body and the forwarding of said
action to the Chairman or Executive Director of the Council.

5. A member which is more than six (6) months in arrears

in its dues, as set forth in Article VIII of these Bylaws shall
have its membership suspended by the Executive Committee.

ARTICLE IV - REPRESENTATION AND VOTING

1. At least seventy-five percent (75%) of the voting
representatives in the General Assembly of the Council shall be
elected officials of the overning bodies of counties, cities,

towns and villages.

..2. FULL MEMBERS shall have representation in accordance
with the following schedule based on the population as of the
last official United States Census:

COUNTIES

Under 20,000
20,000 - 100,000
100,000 -

CITIES REPRESENTATIVES

Under 10,000
10,000 - 50,000
50,000 - 100,000
100,000 -

1

2

3

4 (1 may be non-elected)

Representatives shall be selected by the governing body of the

governmental unit.

a. Elected officials appointed as representatives
shall serve for the term of their elected office.
Non-elected representatives shall serve for terms
of two (2) years.

b. Representatives of FULL MEMBERS shall have one (1)

vote each and shall have voting privileges in the
General Assembly and all committees of the Council.
They may serve on any committee of the Council.
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3. Citizen Representatives shall be appointed by a
delegation of FULL MEMBER representatives, previously described,
from each county and the cities, towns and villages within that
particular county.

a. One (1) citizen representative shall be -7.ppo1nted

by the delegation of FULL MEMBER representatives
from a particular county for every three (3)
elected official representatives within the
delegation.

b. Citizen representatives shall serve for terms
of two (2) years.

c. Citizen representatives shall have one (1) vote
each and shall have voting privileges in the
General Assembly and all committees of the Council.
They may serve on any committee of the Council.

3A. Special Representatives shall be elected from their
respective interest groups.

a. Such election shall be held in an annual caucus
held prior to the annual meeting of the General
Assembly.

b. A special representative shall be elected for
Natural Resources, and a special representative
shall be elected for Human Resources. Natural
Resources shall be defined to include water
districts, conservation districts and any other
special districts whose interests are predominately
associated with natural resources as determined
by the Executive Committee.

Human Resources shall be defined to include
hospital districts, school districts and any other
special district whose interests are predominately
'associated with human needs or services.

c. Special representatives shall serve for a term of

one (1) year.

d. Special representatives shall have one (1) vote
each and shall have voting privileges in the
General Assembly and all committees of the Council.
They may serve on any committee of the Council.

4. Each ASSOCIATE MEMBER shall have le (1) representative
who shall be an elected official of the governmental unit unless
otherwise approved by the Executive Committee.

a. Elected officials serving as representatives of

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS shall serve for the term of

3
their elected office. Non-elected represrmtatives

1.1 shall serve for terms of two (2) years.
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b. Representatives of ASSOCIATE MEMBERS will not
have voting privileges in the General Assembly
but each said representative shall have one (1)

vote each in all committees to wilich they may
be appointed. Said representatives may serve
on all committees of the Council except the
Nominating and Executive Committees.

5. Each AFFILIATE MEMBER shall have one (1) representative.

a. Representatives of AFFILIATE MEMBERS shall serve
for terms of two (2) years.

b. Representatives of AFFILIATE MEMBERS will not
have voting privileges in the General Assembly
but each said representative shall have one (1)

vote in any committee to which they are eligible.
Said representatives may serve on all committees
except the Executive and Nominating Committees.

6. The General Assembly may establish a system of

beginning and ending dates for terms of office of non-elected
representatives. Said system of terms of office shall take into

account the organizational, fiscal and other factors affecting the
member governmental units and other organizations and the con-
tinuity of the operations of the Council.

7. A representative may be replaced at any time by the

appointing authority. Vacancies in an unexpired term shall be
filled by the appointing authority for the remainder of the term.
A non-elected representative whose term has expired shall continue
to serve until reappointed or replaced by the appointing authority.

ARTICLE V - THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

1. The representatives of members shall meet as a General
Assembly not less than three (3) times each year. Upon organization
of the Council, the General Assembly shall designate one of the
three yearly meetings as the Annual Meeting at which election of
officers, election of Executive Committee members and such other
designated or appropriate items of business are carried out.

2. In addition, the General Assembly mny meet upon call of

twenty percent (20%) of the FULL MEMBERS, upon call of the Chairman
or upon call of the Executive Committee. Called meetings of the
General Assembly shall be announced by written notice served,upon
or mailed to each representative at least ten (10) days prior to
the meeting. Thc writtPn notice shall specify the time, place and

object of the tieeting. Written notice may be waived by favorable
vote of two-thirds (1/1rds) of the voting representatives.
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3. One-third (1/3rd) of the total number of representatives

of FULL MEMBERS shall constitute a quorum for the transaction

of business.

4. When a quorum is present at any meeting of the General
Assembly, the majority vote of the representatives present shall

decide any question brought before such meeting unless otherwise
specifiRd in these Bylaws.

5. A majority vote of the total vote in the General
Assembly shall be required to amend the Bylaws.

6. At the initial organizational meeting and the subsequent

Annual Meetings of the General Assembly, there shall be elected

a Chairman, Vice-Chairman, Secretary and Treasurer wiip shall be the

officers of the General Assembly. At the initial oreanizational
meeting or Annual Meeting, the General Assembly shall elect three
(3) Executive Committee members from Travis County and one (1)
Executive Committee members from each of the other counties repre-
sented, who shall, together with the aforenamed officers, and

the immediate past Chairman of the General Assembly (provided that

he continues to be an elected official), constitutes the Executive

Committee'. An Executive Committee member shall be representative

of a FULL MEMBER or a Citizen Representative or a Special Represen-

tative, from within each county comprising the Council. Seventy-

five percent (75%) of the Executive Committee shall be elected

officials of FULL MEMBERS.

7. As a general, but not exclusive, guide, the Gener'.:

.Assembly shall have the following functions, duties and

bilities:

a To establish the overall policies and th; specUic
objectives and purposes of the Council.

b. To establish such permanent Committees, .)ot otho:-
wise described in these Bylaws, to assist le

carrying out the purposes, functions, duti2s .;c1

responsibilities of the Council. The of

appointment, size, composition and purpose of said

committees shall be at the discretion of the
General Assembly.

c. To appoint or otherwise select not leas than five
(5) members, all oi whom shall be representatives
of FULL MEMBERS, including Citizel Representatives,
to a Nominating Committee which shall nominate at
least one (1) qualified representative for each
elective office of the General Assembly including
the Eyocutiv Committee members. The Nominating

Commtttee re,lommend, in writing, the names
of nominees 6t least Iffteen (15) days in advance

of the Annuol Meeting of the General Assembly.
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d. To consider and adopt an annual budget for the

Council.

e. To select, should a vacancy occur, a member to the
Executive Committee or to such other committees
as the General Assembly has established at a
special meeting of the General-Assembly.

f. To review, if deemed necessary or desirable, any
actions of the Executive Committee.

ARTICLE VI - EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

I. The Executive Committee shall be the governing body

of the Council between the meetings of the entire membership;
shall be responsible for the general policies and programs of the

Council; and shall be responsible for the control of its tunds.

The officers of the Council will serve as officers of elLe
Executive Committee and the Chairman of the Council, or, ir his

absence, the Vice-Chairman shall preside at all meetings of the.

Executive Committee.

2. The Executive Committee shall meet monthly at a and

a place which it shall designate. The Chairman or one-third
(1/31.'3) u the membership may call special meetings of the Executive

Committee.

3. Fifty-one percent (51%) or more of the total aumber of

the members of the Executive Committee shall constitute a quorum

for the transaction of all business. When a quorum is present at

any meeting, the majority vote of the members presaat shall decide

any question under consideration.

4. Seventy-five percent (15%) of the total number of members

shall be elected officials.

5. A member of the Executive Committee that has two (2)

consecutive unacknowledged absences will forfei: t.hat'office.

6. In the event of vacancy oCcurring in the elected offices

or on the Executive Committe(:, the election of an officer or

member of the Executive Comm.ittee to fill the VacanLy shall be

conducted in accordance with the provisions of Article V, Section

7, Paragraph c, at the next Ineeting of the General Assembly.

7. The Executive Committee shall have the following functions,

duties and resporalblities:

a. To have prepared and to recommend and submit to the
General Assembly an annual budget for its action

and approval. The Executive Committee shall submit

said proposed budget to the General Assembly at
,least thirty (30) days prior to consideration.
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b. To contract for services of persons or firms
or units of government to carry out the approved
programs of the Council.

c. To acquire, construct, own and dispose of property,
equipment, supplies and office space required in
the performance of its duties.

d. To receive, review, and, if necessary, act upon
any reports and recommendations of the various
committees of the Council and to notify the members
of the General Assembly of any action taken.

e. To take such other actions, make recommendations
and formulate policy on those matters which may be
delegated to it by the General Assembly and which
will best effectuate and carry out the purposes
and objectives for which the Council is created.

ARTICLE VII - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF

1. The Executive Committee shall employ an Executive
Director, who shall be qualified by training and experience, who
shall .faithful]y execute all duties and responsibilities vested
in or required of him, and shall serve at the pleasure of the
Executive Committee.

2. The Executive Director shall be-the chief adminiotrative
officer of Ole Counci] and shall, subject to the rules and regu-
lations of the Council, act for and in the name of the Council and
appoint and remove all subordinate employees of the Council.

3. Under the direction of the Executive Committee, the
Executive Director shall prepare a proposed annual budget and submit
said proposed budget to the Executive Committee for review,
recommendation and submission to the General Assembly.

4. The Executive Director shall recommend the employment of
consultants to the Executive Committee for its approval.

ARTICLE VIII - FINANCE

1. Each governmental unit becoming a member of this Council
during the first year of operation shall pay dues on the basis of

tiw following schedule:

3:ZO

Dues: The annual dues for each category of membership
shall be as follows:

Counties: 5c per cnpitn based on last Census, minimum

of $50.
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Cities: 10c per capita based on fast Census, minimum
-of $50.

School Districts: 5c per capita for enrollment up to
2,500 (minimum of $50) plus 2c per capita for
enrollment between 2,500 and 10,000; plus lc
per capita for enrollment above 10,000 up to
a maximum of $500.

Water, Sewer, Hospital_and,other Special Districts: $50

Public Utilities: $250

Other Agencies or Organizations: $100

The above described dues schedule shall be continued as the
annual dues of each unit of government or agency unless the Executive
Committee recommends to and the General Assembly adopts an amended
schedule in conjunction with the review and adoption of the annual
iludget. In the event of an emergency or need for'additional interim
funds, the Executive Committee may recommend to and the General
Assembly may adopt a schedule of special assessments for members
in all categories or in selected categories.

2. Annual dues shall become due and payable to the Council
at the beginning of each calendar year. The Executive Committee,
may authorize, upon request of a member, the payment of dues in
two equal payments during the year.

3. In the event that State or Federal laws or regulations
prohibit the payment of such dues by a governmental unit or agency,
the General Assembly, upon recommendation by the Executive Committee,
may waive said dues for the particular governmental unit or agency.

. 4. The Council may apply for, contract for, receive and
expend funds or grants from the State of Texas, the'United States of
America or any other authorized source.

5. Fundi of the Council shall be deposited in a depository
to be designated by the Executive Committee and may be expended upon
check signed and counter-signed by such officers, agents or staff
members as may be designated by the Executive Committee.

ARTICLE IX - ADOPTION AND AMENDMENT

1. These Bylaws shall become initially effective upon'
adoption of the Agreement governing bodies of the County of Travis
and the City of Austin. These Bylaws shall become effective upon
any other political subdivision or agency within the region upon
adoption of the Agreement by tho governing body of said political
subdivision or agency in the region provided that the jurisdiction
of the political subdivision or agency is contiguous to an existing

or concurrent member.
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2. hese Bylaws may be amended at any meeting of the
Council by affirmative vote of a majority of the total voting
strength in the General Assembly, provided that at least ten (10)
days notice in writing is given to all representatives setting
forth the proposed amendment. In the alternative, these Bylaws
may be amended by a mailout ballot, by affirmative vote of a
majority of the total voting strength in the General Assembly,
provided that the voting members of the General Assembly have
sufficrent time to reply to the mail election and that sufficient
safeguards have been taken to insure delivery of all ballots.
The Executive Committee shall determine the method for holding
the election.

ARTICLE X ANNUAL REPORT AND AUDIT

The Council shall have prepared an annual report which shall
be submitted to all members of the governing bodies of all member
governmental units. The Council shall have an annual audit made
of its financial accounts and transactions during the preceding
fiscal year and shall include dsummary of such audit to all
mpmb.er-soveTnnvntunits.



APPENDIX F

Texas Education Code
Section 11.32
As Amended through the
64th Texas Legislature
1975

REGIONAL EDUCATION MEDIA CENTERS

(a) The State Board of Education shall provide, by rules and
regulations, for the establishment and operation of Regional Educa-
tion Media Centers to furnish participating school districts with
education media materials, equipment and maintenance, and education-
al services.

(b) Centers approved by the Central Education Agency as meeting
the Board of Education .0quirements are established for the purpose
of developing, providing and making _available to participating school
districts, among other education media services, the following:

(1) lending library service for educational motion
picture films, 16 mm and 8 mm or improvements thereof,
with such processing and servicing of films as is
needed to maintain the library;

(2) lending library service for 35 mm slides, or
improvements thereof, filmstrips, and disc record-
ings;

(3) comprehensive lending library collection of
programmed instruction materials for both remedial
and enrichment purposes;

(4) educational magnetic tape duplicating service
for both audio and visual tapes, with the agency
central duplicating faculty servicing the regional
centers for program materials;

(5) overhead and other projection transparency
duplicating service to provide visuals from pre-
pared master copies; and

(6) professional and other services to assist
schools in effectiire and eificient utilization of
all center materials and services.

(c) Regional centers shall 1 %ocated throughout the state so
that each school district has the oplotunity to be served and to
participate in an approved center, on a voluntary basis. No center
shall be approved unless it serves an a-ea having 50,000 or more
eligible scholastics in average daily attendance for the next pre-
ceding school year, except that the Central Education Agency may
make an exception for sparsely populated areas.
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(d) A Regional Education Media Center is an area center, composed

of one or more Texas school districts, that is approved to house, circu-
late, and service educational media for the public schools of the

participating districts.

(e) Each center shall be governed by a five- or seven-member

board. The board size shall be determined locally and recommended
in the initial application for center approval. The State Board
of Education shall adopt uniform rules and regulations to provide
for the local selection, appointment, and continuity of membership

for regional center boards. Vacancies shall be filled by appointment
by the remaining members of the regional board for the unexpired

term. All members shall serve without compensation.

(f) The Regional Media Board is authorized to employ an
executive director for its respective center and such other personnel,
professional and clerical, as it deems necessary to carry out the
functions of the center, and to do and perform all things which it
deems proper for the successful operation thereof, and to pay for
all operating expenses by warrants drawn on proper funds available
for such purpose.

(g) Any school district which is a participant member of a
Regional Education Media Center may elect to withdraw its member-
ship in the center for a succeeding scholastic year, electing not to
support nor to receive its services for any succeeding year. Title

to and all educational media and property purchased by the center
shall remain with and in the center.

(h) The Central Education Agency, through its audit and
accreditation divisions, shall review for purposes of continuity
and standardization the services of the centers.

(i) The cost incident to setting up the centers, their opera-

tion, and the purchase of education media supplies and equipment
shall be borne by the state and each participating district to the
extent and in the manner provided in this section.

(j) The state shall allot and pay to each approved center
annually an amount determined on the basis of not to exceed $1 per
sc)1lastic in average daily attendance for the next preceding school

year in the district or districts that are participants in an approved

center. The funds or amount provided by the state shall be used only

to purchase, maintain, and service educational media or equipment for
the center which have had prior approval of its Regional Media Board
and the Central Education Agency through its budgetary system.

(k) School districts as participant members in the center shall
provide and pay to the proper center a proportionate amount determined
on its AbA for the next preceding school year matching the amount
provided hy the state. The matching funds provided by the participant
districts, including any donated or other local-source funds, may be

used to pay for costs of administration of and/or servicing by the
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center and to purchase supplemental educational media. A center
shall not enter into obligations which shall exceed funds available
and/or reasonably anticipated as receivable for the current school
year.

(1) Annually, pursuant to such regulations and procedure as
may be prescribed by the agency, the governing board of each center
shall determine the rate per pupil based on ADA the next preceding
school year, not to exceed the $1 limit prescribed in this section,
which shall constitute the basis for determination of total amount
to be transmitted by participant districts to the center and as
matching funds from the state's contribution to this program.

(m) The state's share of the cost in the Regional Education
'Media Centers program herein authorized shall be paid from the
minimum foundation school,program fund, and this cost will be con-
sidered by the Foundation Program Committee in estimating the funds
needed for foundation program purposes. Nothing in this section
shall be construed to prohibit a center from receiving and utilizing
matching funds in any amount for which it may be eligible from federal
sources.
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Texas Education Code
Section 11.33
As Amended through the
64th Texas Legislature
1975

REGIONAL EDUCATION SERVICE CENTERS

(a) The State Board of Education may provide for the establish-
ment and a procedure for the operation of Regional Education Service
Centers by rules and regulatims adopted under this section and the
provisions of Section 11.32, to provide educational services to the
school districts and to coordinate educational planning in the region.

(b) The governing board of each Regional Education Service Center,
under rules and regulations of the State Board of Education, may enter
into contracts for grants from both public and private organizations
and to expend such funds for the specific purposes inaccordance with
the terms of the contract with the contracting agency.

(c) Basic costs for the provision of regional education services
to school districts and coordination of educational planning in the

region and for administrative costs necessary to support these services

shall be paid from the Foundation School Program under a formula
developed by the state commissioner of education and approved by the

State Board of Education. Such allotment amounts here authorized to
be granted by the State Board of Education shall not exceed in any
year a sum equal to $3 multiplied by the average daily attendance
in the public schools of Texas.as determined for the next preceding

school year.

(d) A program of financial assistanLe for computer services to
school districts of the state through Regional Education Service
Centers shal.1 be developed by the State Board of Education to encourage

a planhed satewide network or system of computer services designed
to meet public school educational needs, current and future. Toward

achievement of maximum efficiency and to insure a practicable uniformity

in services, the State Board of Education, by rules and regulations,

shall adopt eligibility requirements for data processing computer
services to receive the state financial assistance authorized herein.

(e) Only computer services that arc provided by or through a
Regional Education Service Center to make available computer services
required to mect the needs of the school districts of one or more

Education Service Center regions shall be eligible for financial

assistance hereunder.

(f) The Central Education Agency annually shall approve a otate
assistance allotment for crmputer services to be paid to eligible

Regional Education Ser';,ce Centers that qualify, and in an amount to be
determined under rules and regulations adopted by the State Board of

Education for thatImrpose; provided that the allotment amounts here
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authorized to be granted by the State Board of Education shall not
exceed in any year a sum equal to $1 mult.iplied by the average daily
attendance in the public schOols of Texas as determined for the next
preceding school year.

(g) The state's share of the cost of this program authorized by
Subsections (d), (e), and (f) of this section shall be paid from the
Foundation School Fund, and this cost shall be considered by the Foun-

,dation School Fund Budget Committee in estimating the funds needed
for Foundation School Program purposes.



APPENDIX G

RESPONSIBILITIES OF AGENCIES AND LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT

IN SERVICES TO THE BLIND AND PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED

The Public Library Systems

Each public library system should receive funds from the State to

be used for a program of library services to visually and physically handi-

capped readers in the system area, the program to be developed with the

assistance of an advisory commitcee which includes selective media readers

and to give attention to the following features.

1. Employing a person or persons for a number of hours each

week relating to the estimated number of visually and
physically handicapped persons in the system area, but
not less than 171/2 hours per week. Where geographic and

other conditions make it appear advantageous, the public

library systems are advised to pool their resources and

share the services of a single person. The duties of such

a person should include:

a. Helping to locate selective media readers and potential

readers and informing and assisting them to make the

best use of available resources.

b. Otherwise helping to publicize the services of the

library systems and the libraries in the system area.

c. Assisting libraries in the system area to serve
selective media readers by all the medns available

to them.

d. Maintaining liaison with other agencies serving the

same clientele, includir the 3R's (reference and re-

search library resources). s/stems.

e. Supervising and overseeing the loan of a collection of

reading aids and reading materials to libraries and

agencies in the system area.

f. Overseeing the transcribing of specific materials not

otherwise available.

g. Helping to obtain and train volunteers in all of the

above activities and overseeing and coordinating their

efforts.

Excerpted from: Sam Prentiss. Improving Library Services to the Blind,

Partially Sighted, and Physically Handicapped in New York State: A

Report Prepared for the Assistant Commissioner for Libraries. Albany,

The State Education Department, 1973, pp.29-33.
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2. Developing and distributing information materials and pro-

grams to supplement those made available from the State

library agency.

3. Developing within the system a collection of reading aids

for loan to public and college libraries and other insti-

tutions in the system area having a need for such equip-

ment; and providing assistance to public, college, or other

libraries willing to establish reading centers for partially

sighted readers.

4. Conducting or sharing in the conduct of training programs
for volunteers and library staff members.

5. Arranging for materials, equipment, and personnel for tran-

scribing specific materials not otherwise available.

6. Where appropriate, providing small rotating collections

of large-print or other selective media materials for loan

to libraries and institutions in the area.

7. Providing, and where necessary for local resources, develop-

ing, suitable bibliographic aids to assist in the identi-

fication of needed materials in all usable formats

8. Administering a modest program of financial aid to commu-

nity libraries or other agencies from funds received

from the State for services to selective media reade.s,

providing financial support for, or contracting for, the

operation of programs and services, or for whatever other

specific purposes will be most effective in furthering

the program.

The Local Community

A very small minority of the visually and physically handicapped

persons in most communities are users of the public library at this time.

A survey conducted in Pennsylvania in 1968 showed it to be an optimistic

1.3 percent of the total estimated eligible population in that state, and

there is no reason why it would be significantly different in New York

State. There are undoubtedly several reasons for this, but the average

public library has had little or nothing for handicapped users, and if

it happened t. have something useful, no one knew about it. This would

seem to be reason enough.

statewide program out/ined in this document is intended to

involve the local library very intimately, because it is at this point

that viable contacts between the user and the library are most likely to

happen. Where the library users are students, they will, of course, alsD

be members of the school or college community and hence will use the
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school or college library to meet many of their needs. In the sense that
the term "local library" is used here, it is meant to include school and
college libraries as the place where the actual transaction occurs between
the library and the user.

While it is not reasonable to expect that the local library can
provide completely on its own the knowledge and resources necessary for
such a highly specialized service, it is reasona.ilt to expect the loccl
library to accept its share of the responsibility for service to selective
media readers in its community of users and to take full advantage of the
help available to it.

The local library's role, then, 'should include the following.

1. First and foremost, and as a very minimum, the local library
should take positive steps, using all of the materials, media,
services, and assistance available to it, to locate handi-
capped persons and.to see that they understand about library
services and are assisted to use them. "Assistance" in this
sense may mean, for example, registration with a regional
library for the blind and physically handicapped, securing
or servicing equipment such as a tape cassette player, lo-
cating special materials or transcribing services, assistance
in book selection, hand delivery of materials and equipment,
or innumerable other functions. More often than not, in
public libraries at least, the use of volunteers will be
d,,sirable in carrying out these services.

2. Depending on the size of the library's commipiity, and accord-
ing to standards to be developed by the State library agency,
the local public library should:

a. Maintain rotating collections of materials in various
media on loan from the library system, regional li-
brary, or other source, as well as reading devices for
the partially sighted. Larger libraries will likely
want to own some of the most-used materials and equip-
ment. The local library should borrow from statewide,
systemwide, and other pools specific materials to
meet special user needs.

b. Maintain on a permanent basis such minimal reference
tools as can be justified by their anticipated use
(e.g., a braille dictionary).

c. Maintain extensive bibliographic tools and services
in order to locate selective media materials in
other collections.

d. Provide, or arrange for access to, transcribing ser-
vices for urgently needed materials not otherwise
available.
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3. All public libraries should make a special effort to
develop and encourage the use of any and all services
which handicapped and nonhandicapped users will find

equally useful.

Systems and large cities should, for example, explore
dial-up telephone information services, such as are pro-
vided in the District of Columbia, for 24-hour information
on cuerent activities in the community and many other in-

formation possibilities. Prerecorded tapes, prepared,
serviced, and supervised by handicapped persons could
provide, at the same time, useful employment and a useful
information service.

4. All local libraries should encourage the use of librafy
materials and services in the library building. Wherev-:.,

there is any possibility of such use, buildings should be
so located and arranged that handicapped persons can use
them as conveniently and effectively as possible. Listen.

ing rooms and areas equipped with special reading aids
and materials should be given consideration. Wherever
possible, an architect who has made a study of eliminating
architectural barriers shovad be employed, and an advisory
committee representing handicapped persons is always de-

sirable.

S. There will be situation., in which the library system will'
wish to designate a suitable public library to carry out,
on a contractual basis, more or less ,..)f the systemwide

service program. In such cases there should be assurance
that the entire system area will be equitably served....

6 There is a large reservoir of good will and Iesowcas
in every community which can add immeasurably to the
library's capacity to meet the litry neecis of handi-
capped persons. It is part of library's job to tap

that reservoir. This includes ]..4ison with other public
and private agencies which provdc, or are 'iterested
in, services to the visually and plvsically handicapped;
the recruitment and training of volunteers; and the
solicitation of gifts, such as reading aids.



APPENDIX H

FUNCTIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES
OF STATE LIBRARY AGENCIES

No. of StPtesW

A.

Functions and Responsihilitles

Primary
Function

Shared

Function

Not a
Function

Statewide Library Services Development

1. Coordination cf acaderic libraries 16 27 7(T)

2. Coordination of public libraries 46(T) n4 2

3. Coordination of school libraries 12 20 18(T)

4. Coordination of institutional
libraries 37 10 3(T)

5. Research 20 22 8(T)

6. Coordination of library systems 43 (T) 4 3

7. Consulting services 45(T) 3 2

8. Interlibrary loan, reference and
bibliographic service 41(T) 8 1

9. Statistical gathering and analysis 44 (T) 4 2

10. Library legislation review 33 10(T) 7

11. Interstate library compacts and
other cooperative efforts 42 4(T) 4

12. Specialized resource centers 20(T) 23 7

13. Direct service to the public 20 20 10(T)

14. Annual reports 44 4

13. Public relations 25 24(T) 1

16. Continuing education 22(T) 24 4

B. Statewide Development of Library Resources

1. Long-range planning 44(T) 5 1

2. Determination of size and scope
of collections in the State 12 25(T) 13

3. Mobilization of resources 22 20(T) 8

4. Subject and reference centers 15 30(T) 5

*(T) indicates function or responsibility of Texas State Library
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C.

Functions and Responsibilities

Primary
Function

No. of States2I

Shared
Function

Not a
Function

5. Resources - books

6. Resources other printed materials

7. Resources - multi-media

8. Resources - materials for the
blind and handicapped

9. Coordination of resources

10. Little used materials

sc-atewide Develcpment of Information Networks

21(T)

18(T)

13

34(T)

35(T)

16

26

27

29

14

12

15(T)

3

5

8(T)

2

3

19

1. Planning for information networks 36(T) 13 1

2. Provision of centralized facilities 26 20(T) 4

3. Exchange of information and
materials 26(T) 22 2

4. Interstate cooperation 39(T) 6 5

D. Financing Library Programs

1. Administration of federal aid 45(T) 4 1

2. Administration of state aid 37(T) 3 10

3. Knancing of library systems and
networks 34(T) 8 8

f./
Source: Paul Albright, Editor. The Book of the States, 1974-75, The

Council of State Governments, Lexington, Kentucky, 1974.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This is the third and final report of A Studx_rif the Texas State
Library System, and proposes specific legislation intended to strengthen
and expand cooperative efforts now underway for library development in
the State, to broaden the base of participation to include all libraries,
and to give all libraries a voice in system management and program develop-
ment. The legislation as proposed also is designed to provide a rational
basis for stroag state support of cooperative systems, to foster improved
local financing of libraries, to provide an objective and impartial voice
at Lhe state level for all libraries regardless of sponsorship, to promote
higher and more consistent quality of library service throughout the state,
to inspire and facilitate professional development among librarians, and to
strengthen long-range planning of library development. All of these legis-
lative goals relate to the needs of the people served and, if they were
reduced to single expression, might read as follows:

The prime objective of the State Library System
is to assist its member libraries in providing all
residents of Texas, wherever they may be, well developed
local libra:y collections and services, and to provide
reasonable access to all other bibliographic resources
of the State and ultimately of the nation, wherever
they may be.

These are laudable goals. The proposed legislation as presented
herein evolved from an intensive analysis of cooperative.endeavors to date
in Texas and subsequently an examination of alternative organizational and
procedural means for advancing these :-1,'eavors.

Phase I Report

The first report in this study, a look at the past and present,
was subtitled Phase I Report: Analysis of the Governance and Operations
of the System, December 1975. This report examined the historical back-
ground of the development of library cooperation in recent years in Texas.
Excellent leadership, acting through the Texas Library Ass^ciation, had
proposed an ambitious program of cooperation through systems,,aided by the
State Library. The librarians of the Stace adopted the proposal. Although
the resulting legit-lation of 1969 excluded all but public libraries from
membership, the systems were organized in a great spirit of unity under
the direction of the largest public libraries in the State. A start was
made and, despite the lack of adequate financial support until 1974, the
concept of cooperation was endorsed and fostered by the participating
librarians. Important progress in library service was noted in several
program areas and was incipient in others.
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However, by 1975 it became evident that serious problems were

developing. The stresses and deficiencies of existing cooperative endeavors

were well expressed by the libraricns and by members of the Advisory Coun-

cils of the systems during the first phase of this study. The achievement
of adopted goals for library service was found to be hindered in a number
of unexpected ways under the prescribed organization. In fact, a crescendo
of additional problems could develop before desired corrective changes in
governance are effected. However, unless the issues become so serious as
to divide the public library community prematurely, the examination of
possible new courses of action should enable public libraries, in coopera-
tion with all other types of libraries as originally planned, to adopt a
more workable and comprehensive plan and successfully to sponsor the
corresponding legislative changes. This study is intended to facilitate
such action.

Phase II Report

The second report of this study, subtitled Phase II Report: Alter-

native Models for Organization and Governance, January 1976, identified
basic organizational policies deemed fundamental for cooperative library

endeavors. They included expansion of membership to encompass all libraries
that might choose freely to participate, placement of system governing
authority in the hands of.member libraries, designation of coordinative
responsibility and financial support in the State Library, and decentral-
ization of delivery and management of services to systems and their.member

libraries.

Examination of alternative models of governance with respect to
carrying out these policies led to recommendation for simplification of
the Library Systems Act of 1969, setting forth essential4policies, authority,
objectives, and organizational structure, and leaving details to be adopted
by rules and regulations of the State Library and by regulations of the

respective systems. Participation of professional librarians and represen-
tatives olf library governing authorities at both system and state levels

was incliided. Standards of local effort would be encouraged in order that
services would be shared in reasonable proportion.

In particular it was desired that the plan of governance might
enable all parties to identify and solve problems in an orderly way with-
out escalating conflict to levels destructive of their desire to cooperate
in meeting important mutual goals. For many groups in society, the greater
danger to achievement of common goals is internal conflict rather than
external opposition. Due to the beneficial objectives of better library
service, it is reasonable to think that society will support the library .
community if it can itself agree on better means to achieve them. A good
organizational means to forge poliCy, resolve conflicts, and apportion
benefits without self-defeating levels of disagreement , the process is

clearly-essential. No human organization is guaranteed ,:rpetual existence.

Internal conflict characterizes them all. But some use it constructively
for determining needed changes, and are remarkable in their resiliency and

effectiveness. For these a good system of governance, as well as reasonable
participants, is recognized as critical. The library community, too, should

have the best that can be devised.



Phase III Report

This final phase of the study has as its primary objective the
desielopment of model legislation for the Texas State Library System. Such
proposed legislation directly follows this introduction, as Chapter II of
the Pfiase III (Final) Report. In organizing this report, it was considered
desirabe for the reader to be introduced quickly to the text of the pro-
posal. By so doing, subsequent comments on arious sections of the legis-
lation will have more meaning to the reader. In cases where the purpose
or reasoning behind portions of the proposal are not fully apparent on
first reading, reference can again be made to them while reading succeeding
chapters that elaborate thereon.

Comments on the Form and Content of the Proposed Legislation

Although much language of the 1969 Library Systems Act was utilized
in the new draft, the structure was substantially modified. In the legis-
lative process it will be logical to substitute the new proposal in its
entirety for the previous article comprising the 1969 Act.

The model herein follows a pattern of dealing with the governance
downward through the hierarchy, first of the State Library, then of a
district library system. After the definitions, the major purposes of the
proposed act are presented as a declaration of intent by the Legislature.
Following thereafter are sections relating to the role of the State Library.
and Historical Commission, and Advisory Board on system affairs, rules of
the Commission, and the State Librarian.

-After setting forth responsibilities at the state level, the model
then takes up the district library systems, boundaries of systems, system
membership, system establishment and termination, district assembly, district
board, system direttor, and system planning council.

Authorization for state grants, their purpos? and allocation, repre-
sent the third major element of the proposal.

The fourth and final feature of the model is arrangements for inter-
state cooperation. The proposal is the standard interstate library compact
already passed by many states including those bordering on Texas. In
essentially this form interstate library compact has been introduced in the
Texas Legislature previously. Failure of adoption has been attributed to
the press of other state business rather than to opposition. Because if
related to cooperative library endeavors, it fits logically in the proposed
new system legislation.

Consideration of the Proposed Legislation

The model legislation proposed herein is intended for consideration,
and modification as desired, by the State Library and the library community.
It also has been proposed that the Texas Library Association, original
sponsor of the system concept for Texas libraries, serve as a forum to pro-
voke widespread discussion.



This report, and the two preceding, are.intended to define the

issues in library system governance and to discuss the related arguments

in such e,manner that the reasoning behindthe.proposed model may bevell
understood, and that the effect of any proposed changes therein may also

be understood and assessed in the light of data and argument presented.

The following chapter is exclusively the text_of the propose4

m2ar1 _lagialatim.

SINgly_liet10111=

The heart of this phase of the study is the model legislation.
Due to consultation with many ,informed persons, it went through several
drafts. The Systems Study Advisory Committee, Advisory Board, and the
Commission, together with the State Librarian and his staff, met in
February to review the proposal at a stage when their comments could be
mosChelpful. This meeting served to reach a consensus on the philosophy
and the general structure of the proposed amendment, and numerous specific
suggestions were made which were subsequently reflected in content.

The Phase III Report was written for the most part by Dr. John 0.
Hall and James W. Doyle of the regular staff of Public Administration
Service. Several Special Consultants contributed significantly to this

phase of the study. Dr. Edward G. Holley, Dean of the School of Library
Science, University of North Carolina, formerly Director of Libraries of
the University of Houston and immediate Past President of the American
Library Association wrote the chapter on the potential of cooperative
systems when other types of libraries, especially academic and school,
join with public libraries. Dr. Holley also reviewed and commented on
an early draft of the proposed legislation while spending several days
in Texas for that purpose. Lester L. Stoffel, Executive Director of the
Suburban Library System of Illinois spent several days in Austin reviewing
the proposed legislation in detail and recommended a number of important
clarifications and changes.. Alphonse F. Trezza, Executive Director-Of
the National Commission on Libraries and Information Science,-Washington,
D. C. read the proposal and made a number of recommendationo .which werk,

incorporated. He also reviewed the proposed legislation against prev_ous
findings and recommendations of the study. A draft of the propose4
law also was read and commented by Keith Dome, Director of the Free'
Library of Philadelphia and former President of the American Library
Association. Finally Seth S. Searcy, III, attorney-at-law in Austin
and for,several years a specialist in the preparation of legislation
with the Texas Legislative Council, made substantial contributions not
only with respect to legal consistency and substantive intent, but also
in format and legislative style.
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1

2 II. MODEL LEGISLATION FOR TEXAS STATE LIBRARY SYSTEM

3
A BILL TO BE ENTITLED

4
AN ACT

5

6 relating to creation of a cooperative
state library system; amending Chapter

7 24, Acts of the 61st Legislature,

8 Regular Session, 1969 (Article 5446a,
Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes; adopting

9 the Interstate Library Compact; and

10 declaring an emergency.

11

12

13 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF TEXAS:

14 Section 1. Chapter 24, Acts of the 61st Legislature, Regular Session,

15 1969 (Article 5446a, Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes), is amended to read

16 as follows:

17 "SUBCHAPTER A. GENERAL PROVISIONS

18 "Sec. 1. SHORT TITLE. This Act shall be known and may be cited as

19 the Library Cooperation and Systems Act.

20 "Sec. 2. PURPOSE. (a) The Legislature declates that it is in the

21 interest of the people of this state to aid and enCourage the development

22 of voluntary, cooperative library systems throughout the state, without,

23 however, impairing the principle of self-help or diminishing local con-

24 trol. To this end the Legislature declares the following as purposes -.)f

25 this Act:

26 (1) to provide and enhance library service-in the most

27 effective and economical manner for all people;

28 (2) to extend library service to all areas of the state;

29 (3) to encourage library development through the cooperation

30 of all types of libraries--academic, public, school,,and special;

31 (4) to foster access by every citizen to the library materials

32 in the state, wherever they may be, through interlibrary-loan and reciprocal

33 borrowing prograps;
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(5) to provide specialized library services to the blind,

physically handicapped, institutionalized, and other disadvantaged persons;

(6) to encourage cooperative policies in the acquisition of

library materials in order to improve library collections at the lowest

possible cost consistent with reasonable access;

(7) to cooperate with libraries and library systems in

other states and nationally in improving library services;

(8) to encourage the employment and continued professional

development of trained _librarians;

(9) to strengthen the interest and support of libraries by

local governments and other public agencies;

(10) to collect, compile, and publish statistics of library

service for all libraries.

(b) The resources of this state shall be allocated according to a

balanced program, based upon continual analysis of the people's library

service needs and relative advantages of their fulfillment through coopera-

tive systems, and designed to carry out the purposes declared in Sub-

section (a).

"Sec. 3. DEFINITIONS. In this Act, unless the context requires a

different definition:

(1) "state library" means the Texas State Library;

(2) "Commission" means the Texas State Library and Historical

Commission;

(3) "state librarian" means the Director and Librarian of the

Texas State Library;

(4) "public library" means a library or libraries that serves

free of charge all residents of one or more counties or incorporated munici-

palities and is supported in whole or in part by tax funds;

(5) "academic library" means a lfbrary or libraries maintained

by an institution of higher learning;

(6) "school library".means a library or libraries maintained

by one or more public school districts or other such school governing authority

for the use primarily of students;
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1 (7) "special library" means a professional, technical, or

2 other special-purpose library maintained by a nongovernmental or public

3 agency not otherwise defined as a public, academic, or school library;

4 (8) "system" means a district library system comprising two

5 or more libraries cooperating under a plan of service approved by the Com-

6 mission to improve services to patrons and to make their collections and

7 other resources more widely accessible to the public;

8 (9) "state library system" means a network of library systems,

9 interrelated by contract for the purpose of developing and maintaining

10 library services on behalf of the entire population of the state, aided

11 and coordinated by the State Library;

12 (10) "standards" mean the criteria established by the Com-

13 mission which must be met by a library in order to be accredited and eligible

14 for membership in a district library system, or by a library or a library

15 system in order to be eligible for state grants;

16 (11) "accreditation" means the evaluation and rating of

17 libraries and library systems using the standards as a basis;

18 (12) "governing body" means that authority which may authorize

19 a library to participate in a district library system or interstate library

20 district;

21 (13) "district assembly" means an organized body of represen-

22 tatives of the governing bodies of the member libraries of a district

23 library system;

24 (14) "district board means the governing authority of a

25 district library system;

26 (15) "general-purpose governmental unit" means a county or

27 incorporated municipality.

28 "SUBCHAPTER B. STATE LIBRARY SYSTEM

29 "Sec. 4. COMMISSION. (a) The commission is responsible for carrying

30 out the purposes of this Act. Among other duties it shall:

31 (1) establish, develop, and maintain a state library system;

32 (2) adopt standards for the establishment of district

33 library systems;
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1 (3) establish eligibility standards for library membership

2 in the district library systems;

3 (4) adopt program guidelines for the state library system

4 and district library systems to serve as the basis for planning system

5 services and allocating system resources;

6 (5) consider and approve, revise, or reject plans for

7 system services submitted by the state librarian;

8 (6) subject to the requirements of Section 7, prescribe

9
eligibility criteria and allocation formulas for state grants and other aid;

10
(7) adopt rules necessary to carry out the purposes of this

11 Act.

12 (b) A library may appeal the commission's rejection of its application

13 for membership in a district library system. A district library system may

14_ appeal the commission's rejection of its annual plan; the rejection of its

15 grant application; and the abolition of the district library system other

16 than by vote of its assembly. An appeal under this subsection is a

17 n contested case" within the meaning of the Administrative Procedure and

18 Texas Register Act.

19 "Sec. 5. STATE LIBRARIAN. The state librarian, subject to the direction

20 of the commission, shall administer the state library system and cooperate

21 with the district library systems and their member libraries in carrying out

22 the provisions of this Act. Among other duties, he shall:

23 (1) prepare annually a plan of service for the state library

24 system, based on the district library systems' plan, and such long-range

25 plans as enhance development of the programs and plans of the district

26 library systems;
--

27 (2) administer the program of state grants,to libraries and

28 district library systems;

29 (3) encourage the participation of librarians, members of

30 library governing bodies, members of library boards, and others concerned

31 with library development in formulating program guidelines, eligibility

32
criteria, allocation formulas, and rules necessary to carry out the purposes

33 of this Act.
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1. (4) prepare and publish annually a report on the operation

2 of the state library system;

3 (5) promulgate and administer the rules of the commission.

4 "Sec. 6. SYSTEM ADVISORY BOARD. (a) The commission shall appoint

5 a system advisory board, composed of six librarians qualified by training,

6 experience, and interest, to advise it and the state librarian on carrying

7 out the purposes of this Act. Additionally, a maximum of three members

8 may be appointed ex offiala, with or without vote, as the commission may

9 decide.

10 (b) Board members serve two-year staggered terms. The first members

11 shall draw lots for terms of one and two years, respectively, so that,

12 upon expiration of the initial terms, at least three new meMbers will be

13 appointed every year. The commission by rule shall set a maximum-number

14 of consecutive terms of service per meMber.

15 (c) The board shall advise the commission and state librarian on

16 policy to be followed in carrying out the purposes of this Act, including,

17 buz not limited to:

18 (1) standards for membership and classification of libraries;

19 (2) standards under which libraries and systems qualify for

20 state grants and aid;

21 (3) program guidelines for developing system services;

22 (4) standards for evaluation of plans of service;

23 (5) revision of boundaries of district library systems.

24 (d) The system advisory board shall meet at least annually. The com-

25 misiion or state librarian'may call other meetings.

26 (e) Board members serve ex officio and their membership is part of

27 their official duties. Board meMbers serve without compensation but are

-28 .entitled to reimbursement for expenses incurred In the.performance of their

29 advisory duties as provided in the General Appropriation Act.

30 "Sec. 7. STATE GRANTS FOR COOPERATIVE LIBRARY DEVELOPMENT. (a) The

31 state librarian, pursuant to rule of the commission, shall make system-

32 operation grants of funds appropriated under this Act to district library.

33 systems to enable development and provision of cooperative library services

34 within and_among the systems. Such grants shall be apportioned to the
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1 district library systems as follows: fifty percent on the basis of

2 population residing in each district according to the latest decennial

3 census, thirty percent on the basis of the area of each district, and

4 twenty percent among the districts equally.

5 (b) The state librarian, pursuant to rules of the commission, shall

6 also make:

7 (1) incentive grants, to encourage libraries to join together

8 into larger units of service and to meet eligibility criteria for district

9 library system membership;

10 (2) establishment grants, to help establish libraries that

11 will qualify for system membership in communities without library service;

12 (3) resource library grants to enable and expand the sharing

13 of library materials and related services on a statewide basis.

14 (c) The state library may expend funds appropriated under this Act

15 to pay the costs of administering the state library system, and may re-

16 imburse other libraries and other library systems for the proviston of

17 .

specialized serviCes to the state library system.

18 (d) A district library system is not eligible for a grant undet this

19 section unless its current plan .of service haa been approved by the state

20 librarian.

21 (e) Grants made under this section shall be designed to supplement

22 and not replace the support of district library systems by their member

23 libraries.

24 "SUBCHAPTER C. DISTRICT LIBRARY SYSTFMS

25 "Sec. 8.. CREATION. (a) The commission by rule shall divide the state

26 into geographical regions, Tlith each region eligible for creation of one

27 district library system.

28 (b) Each region must Contain at least two hundred thousand persons,

29 according to the decennial census in effect when the region is designated,

30 and at least four thousand square miles. The area within each region must

31 be 6ontiguous and the boundaries must be coterminus with county boundaries.

32 (c) The state librarian, a district board, or the governing body

33 of a member library may request revision of a region's boundaries. A
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revisioa of boundaries shall follow.the procedure for initial regional

2 designation.

3 (d) The commission by rule shall prescribe procedure for organizing

4 a district assembly in each district, electing its district board, and pre-

5 paring its bylaws.

6 (e) Upon creation by the commission a district library system becomes

7 a political subdivision of the state.

8 ."Sec-. 9.. MEMBERSHIP. (a) The governing body of a library may apply

9 in accordance with commission rule for membership in the district library

10 system in which it is located. Alternatively, the governing body of a

11 general-purpose governmental unit shall call an election on the question

12 of applying for membership if a number equal to at least five percent of

13 those voting in the county or municipality in the last general election

.14 petition for the,election.

15 (b) The governing body of a member library may appropriate funds and

16 furnish property and service to support the district library system of which

17 its library is a meMber.

18 (c) The governing body of a member library may withdraw its library

19 from the district library system and.shall dispose of system assets in the

20 manner provided by commission rule.

21 "Sec. 10. DISTRICT ASSEMBLIES. (a) The district assembly is composed

22 of one representative, who may not be employed by a library, elected or

23 appointed by the governing body of each member library.

24 (b) Representatives to the district assembly serve one-year terms

25 and a representative may not serve more than three consecutive terms.

26 In case of vacancy, the governing body making the original selection shall

27 fill the vacancy by appointment for the remainder of the unexpired term.

28 (c) District assemblies shall meet annually, or more.often if provided

29 in their bylaws. Assembly meetings are.subject to the Open Meetings Act.

30 (d) A district assembly shall adopt bylaws, elect the dist-Act board,

31 receive reports of the actions of the district board and of the program of

32 the district library system, and perform such other duties prescribed by

33 the bylaws.



1 "Sec. li. DISTRICT BOARDS. (a) The district board is the governing

2 body of the district library system. It shall consist of not fewer, than

3 five nor more than eleven members, with at least one representative from

4 every type of library holding membership' in the system: academic, public,

5 school, and special. At least sixty percent of the members of the district

6 board shall represent general-purpose governmental units.

7 (b) District board members are elected from among the assembly members

8 and serve two-year terms. A board member may not serve more than two con-

9 secutive terms on the board. In case of.Vacancy, the remaining board members

10
shall fill it by appointment for the remainder of the unexpired term from

11
among the assembly members.

12
(c) The district board shall meet at least two times annually.

13
(d) A district board has all the powers nece.lsary to operate its

14
district library system, including the power:

15
(1) to sue and be sued in its awn name;

i6
(2) to contract;

17
(3) to employ a system director to selrve at the board's

18
pleasure, who shall appoint all other-employees, and to provide for partici-

.

19
pation of each employee in a public employee or priVate retirement system;

.20
(4) to compensate employees, including participation in a

21
public employee or private.retirement system;

22
(5) to receive money, property, and servi tc. from the

23
commission, a governing body of a nember library, anochtr 7,.ivernment, or

24 a private person, and to expend.the money and use the ptoperty and services

25
'to carry out the purposes of this Act;

26
(6) to rent, lease, lease with an option to purchase, or

27
purchase personal property, to lease real property, and, subject to com-

28
mission approval, to purchase or construct real property, for use of the

29 district;

30 (7) to adopt and amend regulations for the administration

31 of the system.

32 (e) District board nembers serve without compensation but are entitled

33 to reimbursement for expenses, in the categories and at the rates provided
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-1 for state employees in the current General Appropriation Act, incurred in

2 the performance of their official duties.

3 (0 Meetings of the district board are subject to the Open Meetings

4

5 "Sec. 12. SYSTEM DIRECTOR. The director shall be the executive of the

6 district library system. Among other duties, he shall:

7 (1) carry out the purposes of this Act and the rules and

8 regulations adopted pursuant thereto applicable to the system;

9 (2) appoint and remove all employees of the system, and

10 supervise their activities as employees of the system;

11 (3) attend all meetings of the district board and district

12 assembly, with the right to participate in the discussion and to make

13 policy recommendations;

14 (4) keep the district board fully advised at all times as

15 to the financial condition and needs of the system and insure that the

16 system operates within its budget;

17 (5) prepare annually a plan of service in the format pre-

18 scribed by the state library;

19 (6) appoint committees of librarians and others to advise

20 on the preparation of plans of service, methods for improving cooperative

21 services, and other matters for furthering library development;

22 . (7) prepare and Lubmit to the state library, district assembly,

23 district board, and member libraries, an annual report of the services and

24 financial operations of the system.

25 "Sec. 13. SYSTEN PLANNING COUNCIL. (a) The presidents of district

26 boards and the directors of the district library systems, together with one

27 or more employees of the state library appointed by the state librarian,

28 constitute the system planning council. Council members serve ex officio

29 and their membership is part of their official duties.

30 (b) The council shall assist the commission and state librarian

31 in coordinating systemwide planning efforts and improving system operation

32 and cooperation among the member libraries. The council shall meet twice

23 annually, on call of the state librarian, and mcre often if requested by

34 the state librarian or members representing three of the systems.
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1 "Sec. 14. ABOLITION OF DISTRICT LIBRARY SYSTEM. (a) A district

2 assembly may abolish its district library system if at least two-thirds of

3 the assembly's membership vote for abolition, or the commission may abolish

4 a system in order to increase or decrease the number of systeus in the state.

5 (b) A district library system's failure to submit a current plan of

6 service, or the commission's rejection of its submitted plan, automatically

7 abolishes the district library system.

8 (c) Abolition of a district library system does not prohibit creation

9 of one or more new systems within the boundaries of the abolished system,

10 nor does it prohibit transfer of one or more counties from the abolished

11 system to one or more other systems.

12 (d) The commission by rule shall provide for the abolition procedure,

13
for the disposition of system assets, for the effective date of abolition,

14 for creating a new system or reorganizing the old, and for other matters

15
necessary to liquidate a system in an orderly manner."

16 Section 2. ADOPTION OF INTERSTATE COMPACT. The Interstate Library Compact

17
is hereby enacted into law and entered into by this state with all states

18
legally joined therein in the form substantially as follows:

19 ARTICLE T. PURPOSE AND POLICY

20 Because the desire for the seivices provided by libraries transcends

21 governmental boundaries and can most effectively be satisfied by giving

22 such services to communities and people regardless of jurisdictional lines,

23 it is the policy of the states party to this Compact to cOoperate and share

24 their responsibilities; to authorize cooperation and sharing with respect

25 to those types of library facilities and services which can be more economi-

26 cally or efficiently developed and maintained on a cooperative basis, and

27 to authorize cooperation and haring among localities, tates and others

28 in providing joint or cooperative library service, in areas where the dis-

29 tribution of population or of existing and potential library resources

30 make the provision of library ervice on an interstate basis the most effec-

31 tive way of providing adequate and efficient service.

32 ARTICLE II. DEFINITIONS

33 A. used in this; Compact:

34 (a) "Public library agency" means any unit or agency of local or
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1 state government operating or having power to operate a library.

2 (b) "Private library agency" means any nongovernmental entity which

3 operates or assumes a legal obligation to operate a library.

4 (c) "Library agreement" means a contract establishing an interstate

5 library district pursuant to this Compact or providing for the joint or

6 cooperative furnishing of library services.

7 ARTICLE III. INTERSTATE LIBRARY DISTRICTS

8 (a) Any one or more public library agencies in a part state in

9 cooperation with any public library agency or agencies in one or more other

10 part states may establish and maintain an interstate library district.

11 Subject to the provisions of this Compact and any other laws of the party

12 states which pursuant hereto remain applicable, such district may establish,

13 maintain and operate some or all of the library facilities and services for

14 the area concerned in accordance with the terms of a library agreement there-

15 fore. Any private library agency or agencies within an interstate library

16 district may cooperate therewith, assume duties, responsibilities and oblige-

17 tions thereto, and receive benefits therefrom as provided in any library

18 agreement to which such agency or agencies become party.

19 (b) Within an interstate library district, and as provided by a

20 library agreement, the performance of library functions may be undertaken on

21 a joint or cooperative basis or may be undertaken by means of one or more

22 arrangements between or among public or private library agencies for the

23 extension of library privileges to the use 'of facilities or services operated

24 or rendered by one or more of the individual library agencies.

25 (c) If a library agreement provides for joint establishment, main-

26 tenance or operation of library facilities or services by an interstate

27 library district, such district shall have power to do any one or more of

28 the following in accordance with such agreement:

29 (1) undertake, administer and participate in programs or

30 arrangements for securing, lending ir servicing of books and other publica-

31 tions, any other materials suitable Lc) be kept or made available by libraries,

32 library equipment or for the dissemination of information about libraries,

33 the value and significance of particular items therein, and the use thereof;



' 1
(2) accept for any of its purposes under this Compact any and

2 all donations, and grants of money, equipment, supplies, materials, and

3 services, (conditional and otherwise), from any state or the United States

4 or any subdivision or agency thereof, or interstate agency, or from any

5 institution, person, firm or corporation, and receive, utilize, and

6 dispose of the same;

, 7
(3) operate mobile library units or equipment for the purpose

8 of rendering bookmobile service within the district;

9
(4) employ professional, technical, clerical and other personnel

10 and fix terms of employment, compensation and other appropriate benefits; and

11
where desirable, provide for the inservice training of such personnel;

12
(5) sue and be sued in any court of competent jurisdiction;

13
(6) acquire, hold, and dispose of any real or personal property

14
or any interest or interests therein as may be appropriate to the rendering

15 of library service;

16 (7) construct, maintain and operate a library, including any

17 appropriate branches thereof;

18 (8) do such other things as may be incidental to or appro-

19 priate for the carrying out of any of the foregoing powers.

20 ARTICLE IV. INTERSTATE LIBRARY DISTRICT, GOVERNING BOARD

21 (a) An interstate library district which establishes, maintains, or

22 operates any facilities or services in its own right shall have a governing

23 board which shall direct the affairs of the district and act for it in all

24 matters relating to its business. Each participating public library agency

25 in the district shall be represented on the governing board which shall be

26 organized and conduct its business in accordance with provision therefore

27 in the library agreement. But in no event shall a governing board meet less

28 often than twice a year.,

29 (b) Any private library agency or agencies party to a library agree-

30 ment establishing an interstate library district may be represented on or

31 advise with the governing board of the district in such manner as the

32 library agreement may provide.
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1 ARTICLE V. STATE LIBRARY AGENCY COOPERATION

2 Any two or more state agencies of two or more of the party states

3 may undertake and conduct joint or cooperative library programs, render

4 joint or cooperative library services, and enter into and perform arrange-

5 ments for the cooperative or joint acquisition, use, housing, and disposi-

6 tion of items or collections of materials, which, by reason of expense,

7 rarity, specialized nature, or infrequency of demand therefore would be

8 appropriate for central collection and shared use. Any such programs,

9 services or arrangements may include provision for the exercise on a coopera-

10 tive or joint basis of any power exercisable by an interstate library dis-

11 trict and an agreement embodying any such program, service or arrangement

12 shall contain provisions covering the subjects detailed in Article VI of

13 this Compact for interstate library agreements.

14 ARTICLE VI. LIBRARY AGREEMENTS

15 (a) In order to provide for any joint or cooperative underLaking

16 pursuant to this Compact, public and private library agencies may enter

17 into library agreements. Any agreement executed pursuant to this Compact

18 shall, as among the parties to the agreement:

19 (1) detail the specific nature of the services, programs,

.20 facilities, arrangements or properties to which it is applicable;

21 (2) provide for the allocation of costs and other financial

22 responsibilities;

23 (3) specify the respective rights, duties, obligations, and

24 liabilities of the parties;

25 (4) set forth the terms and conditions for duration, renewal,

26 termination, abrogation, disposal of joint or common property, if any, and

27 all other matters which may be appropriate to the proper effectuation and

28 performance of the agreement.

29 (b) No public or private library agency shall undertake to exercise

30 itself, or jointly with any other library agency, by means of a library

31 agreement any power prohibited to such agency by the constitution or

32 statutes of its state.

33 (c) No library agreement shall become effective until filed with tile
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1
Compact administrator of each state involved, and approved in accordance

2 with Article VII of this Compact.

3 ARTICLE VII. APPROVAL OF LIBRARY AGREEMENTS

4 (a) Every library agreement made pursuant to this Compact shall,

5 prior to and as a condition precedent to its entry into force, be submitted

6 to the attorney general of each state in which a public library agency party

7
thereto is situated, who shall determine whether the agreement is in proper

8
form and compatible with the laws of his state. The attorneys general

9 shall approve any agreement submitted to them unless they shall find that

10 it does not meet the conditions set forth herein and shall detail in writing

11
addressed to the governing bodies of the public library agencies concerned

12
the specific respects in which the proposed agreement fails to meet the

13
requirements of law. Failure to disapprove an agreement submitted here-

14
under within ninety days of its submission shall constitute approval thereof.

15
(b) In the event that a library agreement made pursuant to this

16
Compact shall deal in whole or in part with the provision of services or

17
facilities with regard to which an officer or agency of the state government

18 has constitutional or statutory powers of control, the agreement shall, as

19 a condition prccedent to its entry tato force, be submitted to the state

20 officer or agency having such power of control and shall be approved or

21
disapproved by him or it as to all matters within his or its jurisdiction

22 in the same manner and subject to the same requirements governing the

23 action of the attorneys general pursuant to paragraph (a) of this article.

24 This requirement of submission and approval shall be in addition to not in

25
substitution for the requirement of submission to and approval by the

26 attorneys general.

27 ARTICLE VIII. OTHER LAWS APPLICABLE

28 Nothing in this Compact or in any library agreement shall be construed

29 to supersede, alter or otherwise impair any obligation imposed on any

30 library by otherwise applicable law, nor to authorize the transfer or disposi-

31 tion of any property held in trust by a library agency in a manner contrary

32 to the terms of such trust.
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1 ARTICLE IX. APPROPRIATIONS AND AID

2 (a) Any public library agency party to a library agreement may

3 appropriate funds to the interstate library district established thereby in

4 the same manner and to the same extent as to a library wholly maintained

5 by it and, subject to the laws of the state in which such public library

6 agency is situated, may pledge its credit in support of any interstate

7 library district established by the agreement.

8 (b) Subject to the provisions of the library agreement pursuant to

9 which it functions and the laws of the states in which such district is

10 situated, an interstate library district may claim and receive any state

11 and federal aid which may be available to library agencies.

12 ARTICLE X. CONTACT ADMINISTRATOR

13 Each state shall designate a Compact administrator with whom copies

14 of all library agreements to which his state or any public library agency

15 thereof is part shall be filed. The administrator shall have such other

16 powers as may be conferred upon him by the laws of his state and may con-

17 sult and cooperate with the Compact administrators of other party states

18 and take quch steps as may effectuate the purposes of this Compact. If

19 the laws of a party state so provide, such state may designate one or more

20 deputy Compact administrators in addition to its Compact administrator.

21 ARTICLE XI. ENTRY INTO FORCE AND WITHDRAWAL

22 (a) This Compact shall enter into force and effect immediately upon

23 its enactment into law by any two states. Thereafter, it shall enter into

24 force and effect as to any other state upon the enactment thereof by such

25 state.

26 (b) This Compact shall continue in force with respect to a party

27 state and remain binding upon such state until six months after such state

28 has given notice to each other party state of the repeal thereof; Such

29 withdrawal shall not be construed to relieve any party to a library agree-

30 ment entered into pursuant to this Compact from any obligation of that

31 agreement prior to the end of its duration as provided therein.

32 ARTICLE XII. CONSTRUCTION AND SEVERABILITY

33 (a) This Compact shall be liberally construed so as to effectuate the
1
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purposes thereof. The provisions of this Compact shall be severable and

if any phrase, clause, sentence or provision of. this Compact is declared to

be contrary to the constitution of any state Or of the United States or the

applicability thereof to any government, agency, person or circumstance

shall not be affected thereby. If this Compact shall be held contrary to

the constitution of any state party thereto, the Compact shall remain in

full force and effect as to the remaining states and in full force and

effect as to the state affected as to all severable matters.

(b) No city, tawn, county, or district library system in this

'state shall be party to a library agreement which provides for the con-

struction or maintenance of a library pursuant to Article III (c) (7) of

the Compact, nor pledge its credit in support of such a library, or con-

tribute to the capital financing thereof, except after compliance with

any laws applicable to such cities, towns, counties, or district library

systems relating to or governing capital outlays and the pledging of credit.

(c) As used in the Compact, "state library agency" with reference to

this state, means the Texas Library and Historical Commission and any other

state agency that maintains a library, including but not limited to all

colleges and universities within the state, any county library agency of

this state, and any other types of local library agencies within this State.

(d) An interstate library district lying partly within this state

may claim and be entitled to receive state aid in support of any of its

functions to the same extent and in the same manner as such functions are

eligible for support when carried on by entities wholly within this state.

For the purposes of computing and apportioning state aid to an interstate

library district, this State will consider that portion of the area which

lies within this state as an independent entity for the perfOrmance of the

aided function or functions and compute and apportion the aid' acCordingly.

Subject to any applicable laws of this state, such a district also may

apply for and be entitled to receive any federal aid for which it may be

eligible.

(e) The Governor of this state shall appoint an officer of this state

who shall be the Compact administrator pursuant to Article X of the Compact.



1 The Governor shall also appoint one or more deputy Compact administrators

2 pursuant to said Article.

3 (0 In the event of withdrawal from the Compact the Governor shall

4 send and receive any notices required by Article XI (b) of the Compact.

5 Section 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act takes effect September 1, 1977.

6 Section 4. EMERGENCY. The importance of this legislation and the crowded

.7 condition of the calendars in both houses create an emergency and an

8 imperative public necessity that the Constitutional Rule requiring bills

9 to be read on three several days in each house be suspended, and the Rule

10 is hereby suspended.
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III. THE CONTENT OF RULES REQUIRED
BY THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION

The draft legislation presented in this report was intended to
incorporate the essential elements, without excessive detail to provide'
a legal basis for the reorganization of library systems in Texas corres-
ponding to the principles of organfTation and governance developed in
Phase II of the study. In its proposed form, the legislation acknowledges
the developmental nature of library systems and addresses the need for an
effective, responsive method for accommodating changes in organizational,
procedural, and administrative relationships by placing broad administra-
tive authority in rules to be adopted by the;Commission after full con-
sideration by the library community.

As a result of this shift to broad enabling law, leaving manuever-
ing room for the inevitable changes in a relatively new operation, and
because of the complex relationships in a cooperative organization, rules
adopted under the law take on a new significance. The purpose of this
chapter is to briefly outline the content, scope, and rationale for the
inclusion of certain provisions in the rules, to serve as an aid to their
actual formulation.

Claesification of Libraries awl
,$tandards f2r Svstem Membership

Classification of, member libraries and standards for their accredi-
tation constitute a significant portion of the Library Systems Act and
rules adopted under the Act. The proposed legislation was designed to
facilitate changes in classification and membership requirements by estab-
lishing both by rule.

Classification and Membership of Libraries Under the_1969 Act

The 1969 Act provided for three classes of public libraries for system
purposes: Community Library, Area Library, and Malin Resource Center. For
two of the classes specific limits on population served is prescribed. In
the third class the only requirement is that it be "a large public library"
as follaws:

Community Library: less than 25,000
Area Library: 25,000 or more
Major Resource Center: a large public library

Although no requirement as to population served by the large library
is made in the Act, it is required as a Major Resource Center to serve a
total population of 200,000 qr more and an area of 4,000 square miles or
more. Such an area exceeds the jurisdiction of any large public library
in the State and actually is intended as the minimum area of a Major
Resource System.



Additionally, the Act sets two other requirements for Area
Libraries and Major Resource Centers, namely (a) designation as such by
the Commission, and (b) membership in the system under standards estab-
lished by the Commission. For Community Libraries no designation by the
Commission is required, but membership standards must be met.

The Commission elected to vary membership requirements with each
of the three classes of libraries. The highest standards were set for
Major Resource Centers, next highest for Area Libraries, and the lowest
standards for Community Libraries.

However, the law does not require that membership standards be
related to the three classes. Any application of membership requirements
is possible under the Act. They could be the same for all libraries, or
vary according to any reasonable scheme of library grouping. In fact, the
Area Library class lost most of its meaning in system operations after
changes in interlibrary loan arrangements minimized their contribution,
and membership standards tend to benefit only those libraries that are
close to the minimums. Also, the classes have little significance for
statistical purposes. In short, of the three library classes, only that
of Major Resource Center has much significance, and membership standards
are of value only to a limited number of libraries.

Library Classifications

Although a variety of classification schemes are used by other
states, they are typically based on one or more of the following criteria:
(1) population served, (2) functional role, and (3) membership status.
The current classifications set forth in the Library Systems Act--Major
Resource Center, Area Library, and Community Library--are based primarily
on served population, but also connote, under the enabling legislation,
role and status.

Classification may serve many purposes. It provides a useful
method of grouping libraries with similar characteristics for statistical,
evaluative, or administrative requirements. Some states use classification
to denote certain prescribed functional roles of member libraries. Others

have developed classifications which define membership status, for example,
representation and voting rights, and conditions under which certain lib-
raries may participate in system services. A common use of classification
is td differentiate libraries for the purpose of developing standards for
membership and eligibility for funding consistent with the needs and
characteristics of system members.

Classifi,cation option for Texas system. Of the criteria most fre-
quently used as a basis for classification, served population appears pre-
ferable for public libraries in the Texas system. The use of functionally-
based classes is most appropriate in a highly structured organizational
model of the "give-and-receive" kind, and limits discretion and flexibility
at the systerrlevel in defining th2 roles of system participants in the
provision of services. Limiting membership rights by classification as
already mentioned, would preclude the participation of all types 'of lib-
raries according to need, and is inconsistent with an open-system model.
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Because of the differing service orientation and characteristics
of types of libraries--public, academic, school, and special--each will
require separate consideration in the development of appropriate classifi-
cations. In order to accommodate this diversity, it would appear to be
advantageous to establish separate classification structures for each
library type.

MembershiO Standards for Library Systems

The standards used to accredit libraries for system membership are
often linked so closely to classification that ane defines the other, with
principal variations occurring in cases in which role or membership.status
are -.90 used.as clPssification criteria. In many states, standards for
meml :nip are aluo used to determine eligibility for state aid appropriated
for :,..,atem operations, although such aid may be in the form of direct pay-
ments to member libraries or, more frequently, used to finance system pro-
grams of direct benefit to participating libraries. Other states have
established two types of aid for library services--aid to individual lib-
raries, and aid to library systems--and have legislated standards for eli-
gibility for each state-aid program.

Slembership requirements in Teicas. Minimum requirements for mem-,
bership of a Major Resource Center, Area Library, or Community Library
as,defined by rule under the 1969 Lfll,rary Systems Act are based on four
criteria: (1) per-capita support, (Ai) book- stock, (3) hours of access,
and (4) staff. Additional membership criteria applicable to g.,11 lib-.
raries applying for system membership require that a library be legally;
established and receive at least 50 percent of the funds required for
system membership from city and/or cocnty appropriations; that per-
capita support and size of collection increase until current ALA standards
are met; and that a current and complete annual report_be filed with the
State Library.

The current criteria provide an adequate base on which to con-
struct appropriate standards for the accreditation of public libraries
for system membership, and correspond quite closely to criteria employed
by other states. Also worthy of consideration as an additional criterion
is physical facilities and equipment, which is used by several states.
Modification of the existing criteria or the development of more suitable
criteria may be necessary for the establishment of membership standards
for academic and school libraries.

Development of criteria for special libraries will be somewhat
more difficult. Unlike public, academic, and school libraries, which
share certain generic characteristics, the designation of "special lib-
rary" subsumes a'heterogeneous grouping of specialized libraries which
vary widely with respect to purpose, bibliographic requirements, and re-
strictions on public access. ,.Uniform criteria for special library mem-
bership would'appear to be effectively limited to requirements for
accessibility to materials by the system and conditions of access. Be-
cause these can be expected to vary on a case-by-case basis, individual
accreditation of special libraries may be necessary unless criteria can
be developed.
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OembersUp Standards for Public Librartgo

The standards for membership, generally, and the requirement that
. public libraries increase per-capita support and size of collection until
current ALA standards are met, specifically, were designed to encourage a
minimum level of local support for the public libraries of Texas. This,
coupled with the anticipated-local impact of system-sponsored services,
was seen as a means* of stimulating an increased awareness and development
of local libraries throughout the State. While these initiatives have
undoubtedly done much in this regard, reformulation of membership standards
could provide an additional impetus to increased local support.

As presently constituted, minimum standards 'for each criterion
have been established by rule for each of the three classifications in
the law. For the vast majority of participating librarios, hawever, the
number of classifications is effectively limited to two--Area Library or
Community,Library--as the classification of Major Resource Center is de-
pendent on designation by tEe Commission under special circumtances.
Even if this were not the case, the number of public libraries meeting
the membership standards established for the Major Resource Center classi-
fication barely exceeds the tel designated in 1969.

Under the existing claseification structure, only two levels of
minimum standards exist for over 95 percent of the current system member-
ship. The majority of librarians responding to the questionnaire adminis-
tered in Phase I of this study advocated revision of current membership
requirements for the Area and Community Library classifications, although
the recommendations for change were divided among those favoring elimi-
nation,.lowering, raising, or further study of the requirements. Respon-
ses from Area Libraries indicated that approximately 69 percent of'the-
librarians favored some form of revision, while Community Libraries were
almost equally divided on the question.

In the development of appropriate revisions of the classifica-
tion structure and corresponding membership standards for public libraries,
the following points should be considered:

(1) Implications of role and status inherent in
the existing classification structure are
inconsistent with the proposed organization
of systems in Texas.

' (2) The existing criteria on which membership
standards are based are adequate, and
standards should continue to be related
to classifications.

(3) Classification of member libraries should
continue to be based on population served.

(4) The minimum standards for membership should
be revised to provide realistic goals for the
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improvement of library service directly
related to the differing characteristics
and capabilities of member libraries.

The current classification -structure does not sufficiently
differentiate between memberlibraries for statistical purposes or for
the setting of membership requirements. The defined ranges of popula-
tion served used to.,detcrmine classification are too broad. Organiza-
tional considerations appear to haye played too important a role in
the establishment of existing classes. One set of membership standards
is applied equally to libraries serving populations ranging from a few
thousand up to 25,000; another applies to all libraries serving 25,000
or more persons not designated as a Major Resource Center. The require-
ment that per-capita support and size of collection increase Until
current ALA standards are met does not specify either time frame or
annual amount of increase, and provides only 'a minimum incentive for
local library development. The divergence of opinion expressed by
system librarians on the subject of membership standards suggests that
the standards do not impact libraries of the same class equally. They
are perceived as overly restrictive by some, inadequate by others, and
inconsequential to still others.

Classifications and membership standards biopted for use under
the propos oe. orsaMmational model must addresta theoe problems, not
only for publl.c libTaries but for academic and school libraries as well.
One method of achieving for public libraries the objectives listed above
would be the design of a claaeiC.cation structure incorporating the
following features;

(1) The establishment of classifications based
upon ranges of population served. The
classifications established should incorpor-
ate the smallest range of population appro-
priate to group all libraries with similar
characteristics and capabilities. It is
probable that this method of classification
would result in an interval scale of ranges
of population served in which the ranges
would be progressively incremental from the
classification of the smallest libraries to
the largest libraries.

(2) The establishment of membership standards for
each classification based upon adopted criteria
(collection, support,.hours'of access, etc.)

(3) :The establishment of library designations by
collapsing the ranges formed by the 'classi-
fications into appropriate groupings. for
statistical or related purposes.
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Figure A

AN ALTERNATIVE CLASSIFICATION MODEL'

FOR PUBLIC LIBRARIES

Illotrative Membership Requirements
3

Library Library Population Per Capita Book Hours of

_WU. LEL -Ala. AWL Colleqion Acctl! iliLL

Ili

...

...

...

1 850,001 or more $ 2.50 1,000,000 65

AM
2 400,001 850,000 2.40 500,000 60

3 200,001 400,000 2.20 250,000 60

[.. 4

100,001 - 200,000 2.00 100,000 60

5 50,001 - 100,000 1.75 75,000 55

AA
6 35,001 50,000 1.60 50,000 50

I-1
30,001 - 35,000 1.50 40,000 45

I-1

8 25,001 - 30,000 1.50 30,000 40

le SOO fee

Ole SOO 010 5

A
110 SO 61 11

X Up to 5,000 1.004 10,000 20

1Pigures are for illustration only.

2
Grouped for statistical or related purposes.

3
Variable standards for each classification on each criteron.

Other requirements might include annual budget, collection enrichment, etc.

4
Minimum annual budget of $5,000 required.

OS.
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Diagramed in Figure A, several aspects of this classification
model deserve emphasis. The classifications proposed in this approach
are simply groupings of libraries with essentially comparable charac-
teristics by population served. They do not denote functional role or
membership status.

By increasing the number of classifications, membership require-
ments can be logically based on standards more directly related to the
characteristics and capabilities of participating libraries. Moreover,
standards for each criteria may be selectively increased at appropriate
levels of population served in order to encourage a positive local
response to increased service needs as a compunity grows. If constructed
judiciously, progressive membership requirements need not unduly
burden local governments. Such requirements, in all probability, would
represent realistic minimums rather than optimum levels of library deve-
lopment, and assist local authorities in planning for library services.

Advarmes In Membership Requirements Over Time

One purpose of membership requirements is to place a floor under
qualifications for participation in order to insure that each member has
a certain ability to meet obligations rather than be excessively a
recipient of services from others. Another purpose is to indicate to
individual libraries a minimum standard of service, one which with due
professional care and the tacit agreement of the funding authorities
has been established with the goals of library service to the patron
in mind. In this way a uniformity of service to all citizens is fostered.

Such requirements are imposed, however, and clearly cannot be
effective if extreme; in fact they would be self-defeating if carried
too far. Membership requirements must be minimal. 'It would not be
acceptable if such standards were not reasonably attainable. At time
of adoption probably at least 957 of the libraries involved should
clearly qualify. Only the laggards, the clearly deficient, would be
required to take specific action to improve.

The legislative intent in the creation of library systems is
library development. No apologies are necessary, therefore, in deter-
mining and enforcing reasonable standards. However, "development"
igplies improvement. Standards, therefore, must advance. Membership
requirements should be raised gradually according to reasonable objec-
tives carefully developed in the social and political process inherent
in a democracy. The most logical wav to do this is to announce the
next future level of membership requirements at the same time that
current standards are adopted and to set a date When they will go into
effect. In this way every library would know just what new levels of
requirements it would have to meet after a designated period of time,
say two or three years, in order to continue to meet membership require-
ments. Also, under this procedure changes in dollar values could be
reflected in those standards related to local financial support. The
current requirement that per-capita support and size of collection in-
crease each year until ALA standards are met should be continued.
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Most deficient libraries, and their governing authorities, would

welcome this procedure. Often the goyerning bodies of libraries do not

know how their library stands in service standards relative to other

libraries. The upcoming standards would provide them reasonable goals

for the benefit of their patrons, the precise steps necessary on their

part to attain them, and a calendar which they can relate to their bud-

getary process. Local library leadership and friends would be provided

a clear program of betterment around which to rally support.

Aecognition of Library Quality

Due to the element of compulsion in minimum standards, the limita-

tions of their effectiveness, and the fact that most libraries are well

beyond such minimums to begin with, such standards should be frankly

regarded as the "stick" part of a carrot-and-stick approach. The com-

-plementary need of standards which recognize quality above the minimum

is probably equally important in encouraging library development, and

certainly would affect more libraries.

Several ways might be designed to recognize the standing of

libraries. In the case of public libraries, for example, the classes

in Table A could be used both for minimum standards and the recognition

of superior standing. A library in the population range of Class 8,

for example, could be recognized as meeting the requirements of Class 7

and receive an appropriate designation. Or, it could meet the standards

of Class 6, or even Class 5. For each step above the minimum require-

ments for its population a library could be shown, say, as 8 (7-Good),

or 8 (6-Excellent), or 8 (5-Outstanding).

The aspirations of libraries for providing fine quality service

to their patrons could be supported in this fashion and provide a means

of comparison. A measure of progress achieved in library development

generally could thus be obtained. And knowledge of the percentage of

libraries above the minimum would aid in determining when and to what

extent the minimums should be increased as previously discussed. The

rules could set forth the method.

Obviously, any 'such method as described above probably would re-

quire, for public libraries at least, a minimum of 12 classes, and per-

haps as many as 15. Wide ranges would prevent fine measurement, while

very narrow ranges would tend to make the scheme less meaningful.

Similar kinds of useful standards could be developed by librarians of

other types of libraries. The potential for their usefulness is 'great,

and it is an area of library science in which more needs to be done.

Such an advance may simply have been awaiting the creation of cooperative

library systems as a means for implementation.

Program Guidelines

Program guidelines were not specified by either the Library

Systems Act or rules adopted by the Commission. The rules, however,



contain certain provisions that approach but fall short of providing
guidelines to assure that programs developed under the Act are consis-
tent with legislative intent, and to establish enforceable criteria for
the approval of plans of service. Rule I, paragraph B, for example,
states that "the plan of service must conform to the guidelines set in
the annual plan for the development of the system submitted by the
State Librarian...," and the following paragraph lists a number of
illustrative services that may be sponsored by the Major Resource Systems.

Adequate guidelines for the development of system services are a
primary means of ensuring that programs address the broad goals estab-
lished by legislation. The process is accomplished through the prepara-
tion and approval of plans of service. These plans facilitate adminis-
tration at both the state and individual system level by defining "the
rules of the game." If developed cooperatively by system members, the
State Library, and the Commission, such guidelines need not be overly
restrictive but instead promote the greatest benefit to all participants
from cooperative services.

In the formulation of proposed program guidelines, a brief review
of similar provisions adopted by other states may be helpful. The area
library service organizations (ALSO) of Ohio are required by ryle to in-
clude the following programs in their annual plans of service:

(1) A plan to atiain a systemwide total of
100,000 adult non-fiction titles, with
at least 4,000 new titles added annually.

(2) Provision of free access to services and
materials for all residents within the
ALSO.

(3) Services of professional specialists in-
cluding:

library administration
children's services
reference services
community and public information

services
audio-visual services

(4) Special services including service to the
handicapped and disadvantaged.

(5) Special programs of direct grants to parti-
cipating libraries 'where appropriate for
achieving designated levels-of service. The
total of such grants may not exceed 10 percent
of essential services operation grants in any
year.

1Ru1e 2. Administration of State Aid. Subsidy and Grant Prozrams. State
Library of Ohio, ColuMbus 1974;
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(6) Staff development and inservice training.

(7) Coordinated and on-going public informa-
tion pzograms.

(8) Identification and provision of specialized
materials and services not available within

the ALSO.

Article 2 of Title 5, Chapter 2 ("Public Library Services")
of the California Administrative Code, defines a library system as
11 one or more libraries providing the following basic elements of

library service, involving but not necessarily limited to book and

periodical resources...":

(1) The-selection and acquisition of materials
in a consolidated or in a coordinated manner.

(2) The organization of materials for use including
cataloging, classification, and physical pre-
paration, in a consolidated or in a coordinated

manner.

(3) The lending of materials for home use, with
the return of such materials unrestricted as
to service outlet.

(4) Reference and research services, including
assistance to users by library staff, con-
solidated or coordinated where necessary
to provide the maximum utilization of the
total resources of all participating libraries.

(5) The Interavailability of materials and infor-
mation among all service outlets on the same
basis for all library users, including a
method by which each participating library
may ascertain specific holdings of other
participating libraries.

Subsequent provisions of the article require that the plan of service

include all services listed above and the exact manner in which each is

to be provided.

Illinois also has.established program guidelines by rule,
2

Four

basic programs are mandated: (1) reciprocal borrowing within a system by

all residents holding library cards of any participating library in the

area served; (2) the addition of at least 4,000 new titles annually;

(3) provision of a unified means of location of the total holdings of

libraries designated as system headquarters units; and, (4) provision of

an approved means of locating all materials added by the participating

libraries of the system.

2
Rules and Regulations under the Illinois Library Systems Act. as amended.

Secretary of State, Springfield 1972.
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Massachusetts and Michigan have established illustrative lists of
system services. Massachusetts provides examples of services in two
program areas, supplementary regional public library and regional reference
and research services, while Michigan lists six basic categories of ser-
vice and programs for each: administrative services, publicity services, con-
tinuing education services for personnel, and patron services. Until recently
program guidelines were not defined by Colorado, although services proposed
in theaystems1 annual programs were based upon needs assessment conducted

at the individual library and system level utilizing the Colorado State
Library Needs Assessment Model.

The examples above exhibit a variety of approaches to the establish-
ment of appropriate program guidelines. But regardless of content or
approach, guidelines are an invaluable tool with which to ensure the re-
lationship of programs to goals. They provide a means for the member
libraries to participate in setting program objectives for the system
and to evaluate the subsequent results. They also provide a measure of
accountability required by state or federally sponsored financial-aid
programs.

Requirements of the
Plan of Service

Specific requirements related to the plan of service may
be incorporated in the rules, or the authority to establish such require-
ments may be delegated by rule to the State Librarian. In either case,
format, procedures for submission, and content should be specified. While
certain content areas are obvious, other provisions related to the revised
organization under the proposed model also merit consideration for inclu-
sion. The major content areas for consideration are discussed briefly
below.

General Information

A typical feature of plans of service is the requirement
for submission of a variety of administrative and organizational informa-
tion. Although data of this type could be collected separately, it is a
logical component of the plan of service.

The following list is illustrative of the kinds of information
that could be required:

(1) Names, addresses, and telephone numbers of:

a) the system director
b) system staff
c) district board members
d) committee members

(2) Positions held by district board members or
system staff.

(3) Term of office of district board members.
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(4) Copies of periodic reports and special reports

to system meMbers.

(5) Names and addresses of system member libraries

and head librarians.

(6) Copies of current system bylaws and adminis-

trative regulations.

Program Information

Presentation of proposed system services will undoubtedly com-

prise ehe largest portion of the plan and corresponding rules.

Narrative, budgetary, and related program information will be required

according to a format and specific criteria suitable for evaluation by

the member libraries, system governing authorities, and the State Lib-

rary. Additional requirements may include:

(1) A description of the pattern of interaction
among the system governing body, director,

staff, and member libraries for each pro-
gram, and the principal functions assigned

participants.

(2) An analysis of library service needs of the
district and"the relationship of proposed
programs to'stated needs.

(3) A descriptie'n of the plan and procedures for
the purchase and use of library materials
throughout the system.

(4) A description of the procedures used and
participation of member libraries in pro-

gram development.

(5) A list of.equipMeni to be purchased for
specific programi-ror activities.

(6) A statement of long-range goals and objectives.

(7) A timetable for reaching specific levels of

service.

(8) Methods for program evaluation (if standardized
methods are not adopted).

(9) Budri: !late for each program and an aggregate

tet.



, .

(10) Budget projections for the next fiscal year or
years.

It may be valuable to standardize system budgeting procedures
by requiring the use of the "zero-based" format used by the State.
This would facilitate the conversion of system budget requests to re-
quests for State appropriations by the State Library and provide addi-
tional documentary justification for system funding.

Fiscal Wormation

In addition to the budgetary information related to programs and
general operating expenses, additional fiscal information will be required.
Again, the following list is illustrative only, and the standardization of
certain fiscal procedures could eliminate a number of the requirements
below:

(1) A statement of the methods used for contracting
for services on a cost basis.

(2) A statement of the methods used for the re-
imbursement of iervi,ce imbalances among system
libraries.

(3) Designation of a depository for system funds.

(4) Designation of a fiscal agent for the system,
and a description of the accounting procedures
used for financial transadtions.

(5) ,Designation of the agency or location_at which
the accounts and supporting documents wIll be
maintained by the system.

(6) The plan should provide for the submission of
such regular and special fiscal reports as
may be required by the State Librarian.

District Library System Membership

Several aspects of the proposed legislation relating to system member-
ship will require elaboration_in the rules. Specifically, these are designa-
tion of the governing body for various types of libraries, procedures for
application for membership and annual reaccreditation, methods of designating
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representatives to the district assembly, provisions for disposition of

system property in the event of withdrawal, and the eligibility of a

library which has withdrawn from a system to reapply for membership.

G overning Authority

Section 3 of the amendatory act defines "governing body" as the entity

which may authorize a library to participation in a district library

system or interstate library district. For the vast majority of public

libraries, the body with the power to authorize membershiOis easily

identifiable as the city council or countyboard as the case may be. For

other types of libraries, however, clarification will be necessary.

Reademic libraries. The governing body of academic libraries is

also easily identifiable as a board of regents or similar body. With

respect to academic libraries, two points need to be addressed: the

membership status of libraries at regional or satellite campuses, and the

membership status of departmental and college libraries.

It would appear to be desirable to accord separate membership'

status to libraries at remote campus locations, although membership would

still be contingent on action by the institution's governing body. These

libraries would be members of the district library system in which they

are located regardless of the location of the parent iustitution, and

logically would be entitled to separate representation on the district

assembly.

For membership and representation purposes, a main library and it

branches (or departmental libraries) should constitute a single library.

A decision would be required whetifer and, if so, under what circumstances.

College libraries unrelated to the main library of a university should be

considered separate libraries, and so specified by rule.

School libraries. Representation of school libraries should be

at the district level, with one represehtative appointed or elected to

the district assembly by the board of trustees of each school district

accredited for membership. The location of the administrative offices

of each school district should determine the system in which the school

district may participate.

Special libraries. The diversity of organizations maintaining

special libraries precludes designation of governing bodies by rule. This

could as easily be accomplished by requirements for application for mem-

bership as discussed in the following section.

Application Procedures

Specific requirements for application for membership may be in-

cluded in the rules, or their establishment may be delegated by rule to

the State Librarian for inclusion in administrative regulations. Pre-

sently an application form is submitted by the library's governing body
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to the State Library for review. On the basis.of this review, the
classification of the applicant library is determined according to
standards adopted by the Commission. Notification of this designation
is then made to the governing body which is required to accept the
designation by ordinance. Copies of the ordinance are then filed with
the State Library. Annually, member libraries'are required to be re-
accredited; a process involving submission and review of a statistical
report by the State Library to ensure that requirements for membership
as established by rule have been met.

Three modifications of the current process need to be made by
rule, or alternatively by regulation of the State Librarian:

(1) Applications for membership of special lib-
raries should require submission of an appro-
priate affidavit specifying that the person
or persons submitting the application possess
the authority necessary to commit the spon-
soring organization or agency to participa-
tion in a district library system.

(2) The form of the ordinance or official action
of the library's governing body indicating
acceptance of membership should be pre-
scribed to include a statement that continued
participation in the State Library System
is contingent on annual reaccreditation of the
library on the basis of the most recent.stan-
dards adopted by the COmmission.

(3) A procedure should be specified including
conditions under which a library which has
failed to obtain reaccreditation may reapply
for membership.

Designation of Representatives to the District Assembly

It would seem logical that the designation of representatives to
the district assembly be included as an additional requirement in the
annual application form used for reaccreditation. Copies of this com-
pleted form should be submitted to the State Libraiy and system's head-
quarters. Procedures for designation of representatives orcurring.as a
result of a Vacancy in the office not coinciding with tilt annual applica-
tion schedule should also be established.

Disposition of System Property

The draft legislation authorizes the Commission to adopt rules
for the disposition of system property in the event of withdrawal of a
library from the system, or abolition of a district library system. To

enforce these provisions of the law, the following points, among others,
will require treatmenc in the rules.
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System Property. What constitutes system property must be

defined by rule. This may be defined as broadly as any property pur-
chased with funds derived from grants and aid established by the law,
or as narrowly as equipment with,ap.original purchase price in excess

of a fixed dollar amount.

Property control. Title to all items defined by rule as system
property should rest with the district board acquiring such property. Pro-

cedures should be established or required by rule for the inventory and
location of system property.

Dispostion. If title to the property is held by the district
board, procedures for disposition following the withdrawal of a member
library need only specify the obligation of the library for return of
system property.to the system headquarters. Decisions for the realloca-
tion of property among the remaining members may then be made at the

system-level.

The rules should also contain the proviso that upon abolition
of a district library system, title to all system property automatically
reverts to the State Library. As in the case of a single library, the
obligation of all members of the systen to return system property to the
State Library should be specified. Penalties for failure to comply with

rules pertaining to system property could also be included.

Reapplication for Membership

Conditions under which a library may reapply for system member-
ship following withdrawal by action of the library's governing body must

be established by rule. While withdrawal in this manner should not pro-
hibit a library from future participation, it is a serious act with con-
sequences for system planning and operations, and should be treated as

such in the rules.

District Board

In addition to the statutory definition of the district board

provided in the draft legislation, two other aspects related to the

board should be considered for inclusion in the rules: (1) the designs-

tion.of officers, including definition of duties, manner of selection,

and certain legal requirements; and (2) requirements related to system

bylaws.

District Board Officers

The office of president of a district board would be created

legislatively by the proposed law. Other officers are not specified

in the law. There may be some advantage in standardizing this
organizational feature of the district boards by requiring each to

designate such officers as deemed necessary by the State Librarian and

Commission. Typically,-in addition to a president, officers.would include



a vice-president and secretary. The definition of basic prescribed
duties and responsibilities for each officer by rule provides a means
of clarifying administrative relationships at the system-level and bet-
ween the systems and the State Library.

Specific requirements relating to the collection, disbursement,
and-accounting of funds will be required. It has elsewhere been suggested
that an administrative manual incorporating all aspects of financial
management be prepared for use of all district systeus. The system
director should be charged with.overall responsibility for financial
management, and a surety bond required.

The manner of selection of officers could be accomplished in one
of two ways. Officers could be selected by the board from among its mem-
bership, or elected by the members of the district assembly. While the
first approach appears preferable, there would seem to be no advantage in
limiting the discretion of the individual systems in this matter by rule.

Eligibility for election to the district board, as defined by the
proposed legislation, is restricted only by the requirement that a can-
didate be a duly appointed representative of the dist.rict assembly. Re-
quirements for eligibility, however, may need elaborat an in the rules
to ensure conformity with other such statutory restrictions as may be
applicable. Restrictions of this nature may include requiremenrs of age,
citizenship, residency, and occupation (to prevent potential conflict of
interest problems).

System Bylaws

The bylaws of a district library system constitute the charter for
organization and governance of the system within the basic framework estab-
lished by the enabling legislation and rules .c.-ted by the Commission.
Bylaws are an appropriate subject for inclusl'r -n the rules, when such
ruios are limited to format and general contlnt. Rules of this nature
ensure conformity with legislative requirements, promote a degrea of uni-
formity necessary to sound administration, and provide guidance to system
participants in the formulation of bylaws.

Based on an analysis of bylaws adopted by library systems in other
states, and similar documents of comparable organizations, the following
outline is illustrative of the general format of bylaws. Comments related
to the content of each section are presented for consideration subsequently.

I. Preamble
II. Organization

III. Objectives and Purposes
IV. Membership
V.- Representation and Voting
VI. District Assembly

VII. District Board
VIII. System Director

IX. Finance
X. Reports and Audit

XI. Adoption and Amendment

311



Preamble. An introduction to the bylaws, the preamble is typically
a broad philosophical statement of purpose. This section may include the
name of the district library system, the statutory authority for its forma-
tion, and the legal basis for the following sections.

Organization. Items normally included in a description of system
Grganization are the geographic area within which the system operates;
the major organizational components of the system, inc/uding standing com-
mittees is established, their basic roles in system governance and their
interrelationships; the relationship of the system to the State Library
System; and procedures for termination of the system. Should "zones" be
established withia the system area, as described in the Phase II;report of
this study, they should be designated in this section.

Oblectives and purposes. Like the preamble, this portion of the
bylaws is a statement of philos:Thy, bUt typically somewhat more specific
although not es specific as similar requirements of the plan of
service. Statements of objectives and purposes in this section may parallel
the legislative declaration contained in the proposed legislation, or address
identifiable needs and problems of the area served by the system. They
should not, however, be inconsistent with legislative intent.

Membership. This section should identify eligible members and
describe the procedures for application and accreditation established by
rule. Provisions for withdrawal and reapplication for membership should
also be included. Standards for membership and classification adopted by
the Commission may be presented or acknowledged by reference.

Representation and_votinK. Rights of system memberirto represen-
tation and-voting privileges on the district assembly should be enumerated
in this article, corresponding to applicable rules of the Commission. The

manner of selection of representatives, requirements fGr notification of

such designation, and procedures for filling vacancies also merit considera7'

tion for inclusion. Additional representation on the district asembly of
interested organizations or groups, for example, councils of government,
minority group representatives, or others could be established with appro-
priate restrictions on voting rights.

District assembly. The functions of the three major organizational
elements of a district library system--the district assembly, district board,
and system directorwill require considerable emphasis in the bylaws. In

this section, powers and duties reserved to the district assembly ,in addi-

tion to those stated in Section 10(d) of the amendatory legislation should be

enumerated. Related aspects of the organization and role of the district
assembly requiring definition in the bylaws include the designation of a
date for the annual meeting and the procedure, if any, for calling additional
or special meetings of the assembly; the number of representatives consti-
tuting a quorum for the transaction of business; and the vote required for
specific actions of the assembly such as election of board members and
adoption of bylaws. If the members of the district assembly are to play
an active role in the governance of the system, a procedure allowing for
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the placing of items of business of interest to the members on the agenda
for the annual or special meetings should be provided, although this may
not require treatment in the bylaws.

pliprist board. As for the district assembly, powers and duties
of the dist.Itt *beard should be stated,regular'meetings set, a procedure
for calling apecial meetings established, and quorum and voting defined.
The composition of the board, its number, representation, and manner of
selection must be noted. Any criteria related to representation on the
board, for example, requirements based on geography, size of library, or
similar factors, in addition to those already in the proposed law should
be delineated. Offices of'the'board should be listed, a brief descrip-
tion of the duties and responsibilities ot each presented, and a method
for the selection of officers defined. Bonding or other applicable legal
requirements should be acknowledged. A provision for removal of members
for non-attendancA, and a procedure for resignation should also be in-
cluded.

System director. This section should define the major administra-
tive and appointive powers of the director. Qualifications for employment
as system director may also be established.

Finance. The procedures for designation of a depository for system
funds and the organization established by the system for financial manage-
ment should be described in this section.

Aeports and audits. The bylaws should specifically acknowledge
reporting and auditing requirements established by the State, including
regular and special fiscal and program reports, financial and performance
audits, and records maintenance. Internal reporting responsibilities may
also be established in this article.

Adoption and amendment. This section should describe the process
by which the system's bylaws are adopted and amended.'

System Director

The only aspect of the position of system director requiring
consideration for inclusion in the rules is the establishment of minimum
standards of training and experience for appointment. Some states have
adopted qualification requirements, while others have not. The option of
establishing such requirements may be left to the individual systems, or
minimums may be defined by rule. If defined by rule, training and experience
should he stated in terms of equivalencies rather than absolutes.

State Grants and 614

Section 5 of the proposed amendment defines the duties of the
State Librarian under the law to include administration of state grants for
cooperative library development. Therefore, detailed treatment of the grants
and aid program is not required in the rules; however, several key provisions
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related to the administration of the financial aspects of the law deserve
consideration for adoption as rules. As such, their applicability to
financial transactions is unmistakable.

Prohibitions of Use

The 1969 Library Systems Act prohibited use of funds appropriated
by the Texas Legislature for:

(1) site acquisition, construction, or acquisi-
tion, maintenance, or rental of buildings;

(2) payment of past debts; and

(3) replacement of local support of member
libraries.

Use of funds for the replacement of local support and the payment of past
debts should continue to be prohibited. Past debts, however, should be
clearly defined to include the ability of systems to encumber funds. The
proposed legislation would permit district library systems to rent, lease,
or lease real property with an option to purchase and, subject to the
approval of the Commission, purchase or construct real property. The con-
ditions under which systems may purchase or construct buildings must be
established by rule.

Much discussion exists among the library community of Texas con-
cerning the advisability of using system funds for the purchase of library
materials, primarily books. Generally, the use of system funds for this
purpose should be limited to the purchase of library materials related
to specific system, that is, cooperative, programs. Examples of coopera-
tive programs involving the acquisition of library materials include inter-
library loan, interlibrary subject requests, rotating book collections,
system sponsored bookmobile service, or books by mail.

Under certain circumstances, however, the purchase of library
materials with system funds for purposes other than those listed above
may be justified. Heartsill Young, in a 1971 article in Texas Libraries,
questioned the relative emphasis on cooperative programs, stating: "In
a fully developed state library system, every library needs to reach a
certain degree of self-sufficiency, and the attainment of it can be in-
definitely deferred by over-dependence on the resources of others."3
This statement is true, and it also indicates two possible results.

Although some libraries might tend to rely too heavily on coopera-
tive resource-sharing programs at the expense of local resource development,

3
Heartsill H. Young. "Status Report: 1971." Texas Libraries. Texas Library

and Historical Commission,,Austin, Springt1,71, p. 3.
t.01-7
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as Mr. Young suggested, the overall impact of system services in other
states has resulted in increased local support of library development.
An alternative means of developing a degree of local (self) sufficiency
in library materials would be through the use of system funds to buy books
for the various member libraries. While this might achieve a degree of
local sufficiency aver time, it might also impede local initiative by
developing a dependence on system funding in an area that is clearly and
traditionally a local responsibility. The use of system funds to purchase
library materials for individual libraries, unrelated to cooperative pro-
grams, would militate against the purpose of the current rule diiegize
of collection increase annuapq,,,which was deaigned,as,an incentive to
local collection building efiorts:'.

If system funds are used for collection building for other than
system services at the individual library level, rules governing the use
of funds for this purpose should provide an incentive for a concomitant
increase of support by local authorities. Additionally, to ensure that
the primary use of system funds is consistent with legislative intent, it
would appear advantageous to limit the proportion of system funds avail-
able for this purpose. Approached in this manner, the positive aspects
of collection building to the individual library would be increased, while
the foundation of the systems concept, namely cooperative programs, would
be firmly established. Rules adopted to permit collection building under
the conditions outlined above may include provisions similar to the
following:

(1) A percentage limitation on the use of system-
operation grants for collection building un-
related to system services.

(2) A requirement that recipient governing bodies
match with local dollars, in appropriate pro-
portion, the itount of the grant or the value
of materials received under such program,
such matching share to be in an amount in
excess of the average annual expenditure for
library Materials during the preceding two
fiscal years from local funds.

(3) A requirement that grants for this purpose
be made on the basis of demonstrable need.

Any subsidy for library materials beyond those directly related
to additional requirements occasioned by system operations, if provided
over an extended period, would inevitably lead to a dependence thereon
which would wlrk against the self-sufficiency of member libraries by
weakening the support of local funding agencies.
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pon-Formula Grants

Rules will be required establishing eligibility requirements,

application procedures, manner of allocation, and contract provisions for

incentive grants, establishment grants, and resource library payments.

Incentive and establishment grants should require-specific levels of local

support as a precondition of award, and the duration of grants limited,

possibly in declining year-to-year amounts.

System-Operation Grants

The following comments relate to potential content areas of rules

adopted for the administration of system-operation grants. Such rules must

establish a method and procedures for the accountability of the systems to

the granting agency, the State Library, and ultimately, the accountability

of the State Library to the Texas Legislature. The procedures adopted

must ensure that resources are allocated according to the State Librarian's

plan of service, as approved by the Commission, provide for an accurate

and complete accounting of expenditures, and produce comparable data for

use in both planning and evaluation.

Standardization of procedures. Standardization of a number of

the procedures involved in financial management could aid administration

at the system and state-level. The first of these is the designation of

a system fiscal year.. This should be established by rule, probably to

conform to the State's fiscal year. Contracting requirements at the system-

level generally, and between the system and participating private libraries

specifically, could be clarified through the provision of appropriate guide-

lines.

The potential and attendent benefits of standardization of fiscal

procedures would be greatly advanced by preparing a manual of fiscal adminis-

tration to be used by all systems. In this way not only would high pro-

fessional standards of accounting and administration be acheived, but the

uniformity necessary for intersystem comparisons would be obtained. This

procedure is used by regional councils (councils of government) in Texas,

and Texas public schools among others. Recently, a manual of this type

has been prepared to assist the organization and operation of the new Health

Systeme Agencies being organized on a regional basis within the State.

Although the development of unique procedures for system fiscal

administration may be desirable, the following manuals used for this purpose

by the State agencies mentioned above merit review for possible Modification

and use:

Guide for Texas Public Schools: Budgeting. Accountiqg

and Auditing. Bulletin 613 for Independent School

Districts, Texas Education Agency.

Management Information Control System. Division of Planning

Coordination, Office of the Governor. Three volumes:

17 A2 47)
s....F.A.

111-22



a) program budgeting and control
b) development of accounting systems
c) fiscal audits of operations

OrRanization and ManaRement Resourcebook for Texas
Health Systems Agencies.

Contract provisions. Contracts should continue to be executed
between the State Library and system headquarters for system-operation
grants. In addition to normal contract provisions related to'financial
accountability, requirements should be included which insure that funds
will be expended according to the plan of service. The following
are illustrative of such requirements:

(1) The specification of the agency or agencies
to which payment is to be made.

(2)- The specification of the purposes for which
funds are to be expended.

(3) A statement that the recipient agency will
submit ouch progress and financial reports
as may be requested by the State Librarian
and that payment is conditioned on receipt
of these reports and performance as agreed.

(4) A statement that budget transfers shall not
exceed a fixed percentage between line items
or programs without advance approyt7 of the
State Librarian.

(5) A description of the procedures and require-
ments for contract modification.

Appeal Process

To ensure procedural due process, an internal appeal process by
which the systems may challenge unfavorable action of the Commission
should be established in the rules. Although certain provisions of the
Administrative Procedure and Texas Register Act provide an appeal process
under certain circumstances, it is not all-inclusive, and the establish-
ment of such a procedure by rule would afford due process to all partici-
pants and reaffirm the cooperative and "grass roots" nature of the model
of organization and governance recommended for the Texas State Library
System.

Conclusions

The rules ultimately adopted by the Commission under the proposed
legislation will, in large measure, determine the success of the systems'
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concept in Texas. They must be both specific and enforceable, addressing
at once organizational realities, the need for program accountability, and
the role given the State Library for stewardship in this regard. If

developed in a cooperative fashion benefiting from the wide input of the
library community, the rules can facilitate greatly increased library
development and services to Texas patrons.

Although the preceding discussion dealt specifically with the con-
tent of rules required by the proposed legislation, a number of the provisions
examined are not inconsistent with existing legislation. To the extent these
provisions are viewed as desirable additions to the existing rules by the
Commission and member libraries, they could be adopted and implemented
under current statutory authority.
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IV. ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNANCE
UNDER THE PROPOSED MODEL

The major features of the model of organization and governance
recommended for the Texas State Library System have received considerable
treatment in this and the Phase II report of the study. Id order to lend
additional perspective to the preceding discussion and analysis, this
chapter presents a brief narrative description of the recommended organiza-
tion, focusing on the role of each organizational unit in system governance,
and their interrelationships.

This organizational structure is represented by Chart 1 on the
follawing page. The diagram is not an organization chart in the traditional
sense, as the structure it protrays is not a classical, hierarchical organi-
zation patterned on rigid line and staff relationships. Although the solid
lines represent lines of authority, voluntary cooperation.of_participating'

---unitsi-not-authoritarian-reletianshiPS3-ii the prime determinant of structure.
The broken lines are used to denote a variety of linkages or relationships,
primarily membership oifunction, Which are described in the following
discussion.

The District Library System

The framework established by the proposed legislation for organiza-
tion at the system level was designed to afford considerable discretion to
participants in organizing for system governance, to grant the power of
self-governance to systems, and to ensure active participation in the
governance and planning process by member libraries and their governing
bodies. To achieve these aims, a basic organizational structure was created
and corresponding roles in system gav. :mance defined for each district
library system.

The District Assembly

This body replaces the "ele! 'nal college of representatives"
established by the Library Syst,. 1 Like its predecessor, the district
assembly is composed of one representative elected or appointed by each of
the governing bodies of member libraries, and meets annually to elect a
select number of its membership to represent the members in system governance.
Under the proposed legislation, however, the role of this representative body
in system governance has been expanded significantly. In contrast to the
electoral college, which was created for the sole purpose of electing members
to the system advisory council, the district assembly is empowered to elect
a district board, adopt bylaws, and receive reports of the actions of the
district board and of the program of the system. The law also permits
system participants to further define the role of the district assembly
through the bylaws.
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CHART 1

ORGANIZATION OF THE TEXAS STATE LIBRARY SYSTEM

UNDER THE PROPOSED MODEL
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Importance of the district assembly. The district assembly can serVe
to bring laymen to a point of knowledge of and participation in library
development much beyond the current situation, thereby bringing important
strengths. This will not result automatically, but can evolve if the
library profession seizes the opportunity for joining hands effectively
with the lay leadership in seeking the goals of the system legislation.
in the experience of other states with strong' lay-professional teamwork
many examples of substantial benefits have been cited.

There die a number of ways in which the lay membership of district-
asseMbliee-may become involved. The specific duties mentioned in the legis-
lation are'not a complete catalog, and indeed much of the activity mUst be
informal. They may join with librarians in system study committees, receive
periodic and special reports, become informed of how local library improve-.
ments might dovetail with system programs, report back to the governing board
of which they are a member, and lend their support to local as well as system
library programs. Through system activities lay leadership may reach leVels
of interest and support never before experienced. One thing appears certain--
after joining the district asseMbly the members must not be ignored between
meetings if their assistance is appreciated.

The District Board

Members of the district board are elected from among the represen-
tatives of the district assembly to.comprise the governing body of the,
district library system. Through the electoral process and such other means
as may be prescribed in the bylaws, the members of the board are ultimately
responsible to the distl..Let assembly for their actions.

Membership. The law requires tnat the board consist of from five to
eleven members, and be camposed of at least 60 percent of representatives
of general-purpose governmental units, with at least one member representing
each type of library--public, academic, school, and special--holding member-
ship in the system. Subject to these statutory provisions, additional re-
quirements related to the composition and representation of the board may
be established in the bylaws. For example, representation on the board
could be defined to reflect such characteristics of the system as geographi-
cal zones, library size, or population distribution.

The success of the system and its sense of responsibility to its
members will depend very little on the size of the district board. Serious
consideration was given to recommending a maximum of nine instead of eleven
members on the board. Much information was received in favor of small
boards. Individual interest and participation is greater among small boards.
The smaller number is administratively.more workable. Above all, the major
factor in board operations is the wide participation of members before the
board decides. If this is accomplished the number of persons making the
final decision may be fewer. Large numbers on the board are not then
necessary for adequate representation of all points of view and thus a
reasonable compromise between values is reached.

Lay membership for the board is soundly based in precedent and is
the most important link between the trained lfbrarian and the official
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governing bodies supporting the system. It does not have the effect of

removing the librarian from a position of influence, which under the proposed

legislation is deemed essential and feasible. Rather it is the necessary
and powerful link with the librarians external environment, plus an objective
partnership in realizing library goals. The important thing is for the
librarian, usually a full-time expert, to work with the layman in ways that
accomplishments are beyond anything which either could do alone. la

developing the proposed legislation strong support for lay district boards

was_found.among library directors. .

Powers and functions. In many respects the role and'powers of district
boards are similar to those of the Major Resource Center director and the
library's* governing body under the present law, but correspond more closely
to system governing boards in other states, and to the executive committees

of councils of governments and the boards of directors of education service
centers in Texas discussed in the Phase II report.

The board is authorized all powers necessary to operate the system.
It appoints a system director, formulates bylaws and proposes amendments,

adopts a plan of service prepared by the system director in conjunction
with member librarians, and is empowered to contract, receive'and expend
money, and to rent, lease, purchase or construct real and personal property

in the name of the system.

The principal limits on the powers of the board are two. First,

the board may not infringe upon the rights of the member libraries. Any
discretion foregone by the member libraries, in order to accomplish mutual
aims are subject to prior agreement. Care must be excercised that the
voluntary cooperation of peers is observed. Second, if the the State
Library is to serve on behalf of the systems, it must be given certain
powers to match its responsibilities. These powers are two in nature,
those exercised on behalf of and in agreement with the systems and their
members and those which derive from state funding. The district board,
therefore, must find a way to reconcile these two sources of authority
whenever there appears to be a conflict--not an easy but neverthelese%an
essential and proper function which if well done, furthers the objective of
cooperative efforts.

The System Director and Staff

The administrative and executive officer of the system, the director
is appointed by the district board and serves at its pleasure. Among other

duties, the director is responsible for preparing and administering the
plan of service and the budget, and for carrying out the policies and direc-
tives of the district board. Staff necessary to implement system programs

are appointed by the director.

Two options exist under the proposed legislation for the designation

of a system director. The first option is similar to'the existing Major
Resource Center organization in that the director would be a part-time
library director and also part-time system director. However, in contrast



to the current situation, instead of reporting to the governing authority
of the library (usually the city council) the director would repqrt to the
district board regarding system affairs. Furthermore, instead of employing
system staff as lodal library staff assigned to system duties, they would
be system staff only. The second option is the appointment of a director
unrelated to any member library, probably on a full-time basis, and also
reporting to th district board. As in the first option the remainder of
the staff also would be employees of the system rather than a member
library. This sedond option, having a staff, including the director, com-
pletely separate from any member library, has emerged as the preferred form
of system administration in other states.

The discretion granted systems in this matter reflects the responses
to the questionnaire administered in Phase I of the study. Statewide, 65.23
percent of the respondents expressed their preference for alternative forms
of system governance. The majority of. librarians in six of the ten systems
advocated some form of change, while a majority ta four systems favored the
existing administrative organization. Regardless of which option is selected.
however, the role of the system director defined by the Library Systems Act
has been modified to ensure responsiveness and accountability to the system
membership.

The comml,ttee struclurg. A recurrent theme expressed in the responses
to the queotionnaire and inteiViews conducted during the course of this study
was the desire for an effective and formal mechanism by which the views of
member librarians could be incorporated in the planning and decision-making
process. At the system-level, this has been accomplished by requiring the
system director to appoint committees of librarians and other persons to
advise the director on the preparation of the plan of service, methods for
improving cooperative services, and other matters important to library
development. Ad hoc committees also may be formed by the district board.
Standing committees in such areas as finance, program development, evaluation,
and bylaws could be established if desired.

Although the committee structure shown in Chart 1 is not specifi-
cally created by statute, the power of both the director and board to estab-
lish this organizational element is implicit, and its creation may be anti-
cipated as an inherent characteristic of the proposed organization. Similar
committees are used extensively by library systems in other states, and by
comparable intergovernmental organizations in other states and Texas. They
provide an invaluable mechanism for formal communication, technical advice,
program planning and evaluation, and related functions. The impact of
committee recommendations on system governance should not be underestimated.

The State _Library
.

The proposed legislation would not greatly effect the organizntion
of the State Library. The relationships of the Commission and the State
Librarian would remain the same. The Division of Library Development, re-
porting to the State Librarian, and to the Assistant State Librarian as
directed, would adjust internally to new procedures and modified relation-
ships with district library systems. Many of the changes would be subtle,

389

IV-5



as suggested in the Phase II report; others would be in response to the
requirements imposed on the State Library by rules adopted by the Commission

as discussed previously.

ihrarv and Historical comm macs

The changes now taking place in.the role of the Texas State Library
and Historical Commission arid their likely intensification as library systems
flourish were discussed extensively in the Phase II report and will not be
repeated here. The major changes in the-propOded legislation-insofar-as
the Commission is concerned, are the charge of the Legislature in its de-
claration of purpose and the specific listing of the major duties of the
Commission. These give the Commission and all those interested in the
Commission's Performance of its public trust, a clear statement of its
goals and duties, which is absent in the 1969 Act. This statement is
intended to be ample for cooperating fully with the libraries of Texas
in the task of creating and maintaining strong and effective library systems.

State Librarian

The relationships of the State Librarian would undergo no major
change at the state level in the proposed legislation. One proposed feature
would permit the State Librarian, as well as the Commission, to utilize the
Advisory Board directly. The role of the Advisory Board is discussed below.

The two principal changes in relationships for the State Librarian
and all of his staff would be occasioned by the creation of district system
headquarters organizationally separate from any library and by the establish-
ment of a system planning council. Under the current legislation much of
the administration of the systems has dealt with questions which have involved
the intertwining of system management with that of the Major Resource Center's
awn library management. Under the proposed legislation the operation of
separate system headquarters would bring a new set of managerial procedures

and concerns. At the same time the creation of a system planning council,
discussed later herein, would provide a working organization for promoting
effective interaction between the State Library and dhe syCtems, as well as
between the systems themselves.

In addition to the above, the existence of system governing boards
rather than system advisory councils, could, be expected to bring more active
and productive relationships with the State Library.

The Advisory Board

The system advisory board is similar in both role and composition to
the board established by the current Library Systems Act. Appointed by the
Commission, the board's membership includes six librarians and may also in-
clude a maximum of three ex officio members. Its purpose is to advise the
Commission and State Librarian on the policy to be followed in carrying out
the purposes of the law, including;
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(1) standards for meMbership and classification
of libraries;

(2) standards under which libraries and systems ,

qualify for state grants in aid;

(3) program guidelines for developing system
services;

(4) standards for evaluation of plans of
service; and

(5) revision of boundaries of district library
systems.

These specific advisory functions, although not limiting, are established in
Section 6 of the proposed legislation. This represents a departure from the
Library Systems Act, and was'done in order to more clearly define the role
of the advisory board in relation to system governance.

As will be noted from the duties listed above, the function of the
Advisory Board is to counsel on broad policy matters. It would not be ex-
pected to become involved in detailed operational matters. Its membership
would be expected to represent extensive and recognized expertise in the
field of library and information science. Experience in every type of
library would normally be represented, especially academic, school, and
public. Library education would also provide a field of knowledge and
leaderRhip from which one or more members might be selected..

The ex officio members would offer a new dimension to the Advisory
Board and their addition reflects especially the proposed extension of system
membership to academic and school libraries. Members might come from other
state departments with library interests and responsibilities, such as the
Texas Education Agency and the Coordinating Board, Texas College and Univer-
sity System. In turn these or other agencies providing an ex officio member
might invite a representative of the State Library to serve on a relevant
board or committee in their agencies, thus improving exchange of information
and coordination of library programs at the state level.

In addition to ex officio members appointed from other state agencies,
an appointment of this nature might be made from the Texas Library Association,
such as the president, vice president, or chairman of the library development
committee.

System PlanninR Council

The proposed System Planning Council represents a significant new
organizational means to help the system headquarters and the State Library
to work together constructively. It is a working organization, intended to
deal with specific system services, intersystem procedures, program balance,
administrative methods, and financial arrangements. Out of this exchange
will come suggestions for the State Library and for the system headquarters
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which will both improve their internal functioning and the effectiveness

of the linkages between them.

The need for policy changes tends to emerge from day-to-day adminis-

tration. Although not primarily an advisory body, from the deliberations
of the System Planning Council policy, questions would arise and require a

response. These would include policies for adoption at the system level
and others appropriate for the state level. The council, therefore, would
logically propose policy Changes which the State Librarian could consider.
If so indicated, the State Librarian could bring the policy questions to
the Advisary Board and the Commission. This provides a chain for policy
consideration which mn- start with a problem in any member library and work
its way through the stem of committees and district board, the council,
and finally to the StaLe Librarian; Advisory Board, and Commission. Ob-

viously the System Planning Council, offering the principal means for colla-
boration of all systems together, can be an extremely important formal link
in the cooperative arrangements.

The membership of the council comprises the presidents of the
district library boards and the directors of the systems, together with
appropriate staff of the State Library. The strength brought to library
development by a body thus composed of lay leaders and librarians is deemed
particularly significant. Participation by the presidents of the district
boards may be expected not only to assist in the council's own activities
but redound in important leadership benefits for each system's separate
operations, including enhancement of the system director's relationships
as well as the influence of the member libraries through the district
board's effectiveness.

Library Members

Librarians, under any kind of organization, can exert influence
at any level thereof on their personal initiative. This is not enough, how-
ever. Regular channels of communication also must be created and acknowledged
by all concerned.

The most important linkage in the proposed legislation is between
the librarians of the member libraries and the system director and his
staff. This channel is open at all times and may be set forth in a detailed
way in rules of the Commission and regulations of the district library board.
It is essential for the giving and reCeiving of library services.

This daily operational channel is augmented by committees of librarians
appointed by the director of the system as provided in the model legislation.
At this level system operations and policies as a whole may be considered.

The member librarian also may influence system affairs through the
representative of that particular library to the district assembly, who may
then approach the district board. The representative may also, of course,
use informal channels to any element of the state system.
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Meetings of both assemblies and boards of the district are open to
librarians and others, and offer a way for making contributions.

At the state level librarians comprise the membership of the Advisory
Board, which is consulted on all important policy matters.

In all of these ways the systems could hardly fail to represent the
legitimate views of the library community, tempered primarily by the funding
decisions at local and state levels based on broad social policy and program
priorities.



V. IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THIS STUDY

The objective of this study was to develop a plan for the best
possible library system for Texas. In fact, it would be reasonable to
hope that execution of the proposed plan could lead to the outstanding
state library system in the nation. A few other states have a signifi-
cant head start over Texas, but their limitations in law, in organiza-
tion, or in breadth of participation of libraries are such that adoption
of more advanced concepts in Texas would set the stage for raising
library cooperation to a newmhigh level.

The creation and development of a library system involving perhaps
over one thousand independent libraries into a smoothly operating unit
is not, however, a simple matter. It calls for a high degree of sophisti-
cation, understanding, and determination on the part of the library com-
munity. The purpose of this chapter is to mention some of the steps to be
taken and problems to be anticipated and overcome, in addition to those
discussed in Chapter III on the content of rules.

Dissemination of Information

A number of important segments of leadership in the State will need
to be informed of the proposals for broadening and strengthening library
development through cooperative efforts. These include all librarians,
their governing bodies, library boards and commissions, relevant state
agencies (particularly in educational areas), and finally and importantly
the state legislative and executive authorities.

The Library Community

From the beginning it was proposed that the review of system opera-
tions in the State would involve wide representation followed by dissemina-
tion of the proceedings at every stage of the process. To accomplish this
a Systems Study Advisory Committee was created, comprised of eleven persons
including librarians coming from school,S.6ademic, and public libraries,
and from the field of library education, and lay persons on existing.system
advisory councils. This group was joined by the System Advisory Board, a
body established under the 1969 system legislation, and the Texas' Library
and Historical Commission. These bodies have followed closely the develop-
ment of the system study to its completion by the consultants. Due to special
knowledge thus acquired by the membership of these official groups, an obvious
advantage would accrue if they continue to participate in implementing phases
of the project, both as organized bodies and as individuals with wide acquain-
tance in the library community.

Distribution of study reports. The, State Library, in order that in-

formation would be widely shared, decided to send throughout the State copies
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of the report following each of the three phases of the study. In addition
to librarians--public, academic, school--occupying positions of leadership
in the Texas Library Association, copies were sent to current member libraries
so that they would be reasonably available to every librarian and interested
citizen. Further distribution is planned following reproduction of additional
copies.

Texas Library Association. The library community as a whole, working
through the Texas Library Association (TLA) was responsible for fostering
the cooperative concept initially in the State. This organization was estab-
lished among other things, to consider just such proposals as this and is
an extraordinarily useful body for giving impetus to needed advances in
libraries and in the library profession. From the beginning of the study it
was planned to ask the Association to help bring the issues before the lib-
rarians of the State and to assist them in arriving at a consensus for action.
This is obviously an important step to take and the April 1976 meeting of TLA
offers the first opportunity to do this.

The annual TLA meeting should be supplemented by district meetings
around the State, with members of the study groups, system officials, and
State Library staff available to explain the proposals and receive reactions
and suggestions.

Arriving at a Consensus Among Librarians

Ultimately the library community will want to arrive at a decision
on the issues and to communicate its wishes to the State Library and Historical
Commission. If the Commission agrees the stage will be set for introducing
in the Legislature a bill to amend the existing Library Systems Act td accomp-
lish whatever has been decided. This may involve modifications of the pro-
posals set forth in the study and reflected in the proposed legislation.

The Systems Study Advisory Committee and the System Advisory Board,
along with the staff of the State Library, would be the indicated bodies to
receive suggestions from librarians all over the State as they give thought
to the neans for library development and the utility of cooperative systems
in this regard. With their knawledge of the full course of events in this
matter, they are in a unique position for bringing consistency and balance
to the consideration of suggestions or recomnendations.

As has been pointed out, this phase of implementation of the study
will probably be the most difficult. Reaching agreement among librarians
themselves is the critical aspect. Therefore, whatever program may be necessary
to ensure that all librarians become fully informed is especially important.
Each must examine the issues in much the same fashion as the consultant has
done. It was to facilitate this thought process that the reports have dealt
,extensively with the various alternatives and gone to some length in setting
forth reasoning. It is believed that if the librarians in the State will give
this matter the time which its importance deserves the project will not be
permitted to dawdle while the benefits of cooperative systems languish.
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Conpideration and Adoption of Amendatory Lezislation

The involvement of friends in the Legislature will come following
agreement on the text of the bill. The library community has already gone
through the legislative process with the current systems act and other legis-
lation, and comments on this aspect appear unnecessary.

Implementation After Adoption

Following adoption of the amendatory legislation a number of important
steps must be taken to place the reorganized district library systems into
operation. Some of these are mentioned hereafter.

Adootion of Rules bv_the Commission

The importance of system rules by the Library and Historical Commission
are so fundamental to carrying out the provisions of the proposed legislation
that Chapter III of this report deals specifically therewith. Only certain
major features need mentioning here.

Facilitating the participation of school. academic, and private
1,t=eLl,y*baresntotldesstem. Librarians of each type of library will

want to determine recommended membership requirements for submission to the
Commission. Committees may be formed for this purpose. In addition to the
librarians of the particular. type of library, representatives of the other
types might well be included as non-voting resource members to encourage
consistency in membership requirements whenever appropriate.

Then the necessary administrative process for initiating and approving
applications must be carried out, involving the governing bodies of each
library. Ultimately much of the application prodedure for membership will
probably be delegated to the various system headquarters, leaving only the
final decision in the State Library, and rules and procedures should be de-
signed accordingly. It does not appear reasonable that the State Library will
want to deal directly with every one of more than a thousand libraries when
the system headquarters will be much closer, more convenient, and more know-
ledgeable of individual library conditions.

Program guidelines. If system services are to progress steadily it
will be necessary to develop program guidelines on a long-range basis. Guide-
lines represent.the basic policy with respect to cooperative library programs.
The State Library will be held accountable to state government for achieving
legislattve goals and logically will take the lead for articulation of the
guidelines. However, it must be a combined task for all participants for in
the end it will be agreement on these. fundamental goals which constitutes the
V/ glue" binding the librarians and the public together for achievement not
otherwise possi'le.

The guidelines for early periods following adoption of the proposed
law will tend to appear inadequate as systems progress. But as the cooperative



machinery improves and the familiarity of libraries with existing service and
potential services increases, careful attention will be needed to ensure that
program guidelines lead to higher quality of service as the capacity of lib-
raries to meet higher goals expands. The guidelines, therefore, should be
seen as progressive and subject to continual updating, involving in the pro-
cess the library community in one of the most interesting aspects of any voca-
tion--beneficial change. If the process is well carried out, inevitable
differences of opinion will tend to be resolved into compromises at an early
stage and thus become less potentially destructive to the operation of the
cooperative system than conflicts which arise after commitments of personnel,
funds, and personal pride have already been made. The guidelines should
benefit from the contributions of the best thinkers among Texas librarians,
those best acquainted with the growth of patron needs and those most aware
of the frontiers of library science. They also should profit from the skills
of the best administrators, who can translate the aspirations of the profes-
sion into workable program projectsions. The guidelines, in short, should be
a combination of sound philosophy and advanced concepts, and susceptible to
practical application.

Plans of service. The proposed plans of service are practical work
plans responding to the broad program guidelines mentioned above. Initially
6_ plan of service may be a one-year plan of action, but as system administra-
tion develops it will more likely become a long-range plan with annual incre-
ments, the first of which--the current plan--will be a specific work program
for the fiscal year.

a

Plans of service developed without guidelines could result in great
diversity and inequality of library service among the several district library
systems. Such a situation would indicate a lack of communication among
systems and with the State Library. It would denote inadequate coordination
of district systems by the State Library. Both the proposed governance
structure and the employment of program guidelines, however, should ensure
that plans of service are developed in a constructive way.

The line between guidelines and specific service plans is not sharp.
One tends to fade into the other as the colors of the rainbow. But they are
nevertheless also as distinct as those colors at their brightest. It is not
necessary, nor perhaps desirable, that they be sharply separated. The program
guidelines exist to aim the plans, but the development of plans may reveal
in turn a need for revising the guidelines. If plans of service should be
found deficient upon their submission by district library systems, it might
not necessarily result from ineffectiveness of system administration, but
rather because of inadequate guidelines. And if conflicts arise over plans
of service, their origin might be rooted in lack of agreement with and under-
'standing of those guidelineii.

Plans of service,together with the funding contracts based thereon,
constitute the major linkages of district systems and the State Library in
their joint efforts. They are an essential administrative tool for informing
each party of his obligations and of the resources available to discharge them.
They represent an agreement for carrying out certain specific services, under-
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lying Which is accord on fundamental concepts of library science, the system
legislation and its plan of governance, and the program guidelines developed
by the library community.

A plan of service is also the basic contract between a system head-
quarters and its member libraries. It is of daily concern and importance to
each member librarian. It tells each library what cooperative service is
available and to what degree. And each such library must be able to rely
thereon in order to dovetail local staff and facilities with system resources
and service loads. For these reasons, the development of a detailed plan of
service must take place with the full knowiedge and participation of member
libraries. Changes in a plan must be developed and announced with anticipa-
tion in order for each library to make the corresponding internal adjustments.

The district system must take the lead in formulating plans of service.
The State Library must be interested in the process and have the assurance
that member libraries are fully involved in the process. Furthermore, the
State Library must be involved in order to see that the plans are developed
in accord with the program guidelines and also to detect any need for modify-
ing said guidelines.

Due to the importance of this administrative process, the State Lib-
rary is authorized under the proposed legislation to "consider, and approve,
revise, or reject plans for system services." This is a key feature of the
legislation, basic to most relationships of the various entities cooperating.
As had been pointed out, this authority of the State is deemed necessary to*
effect coordination, insure consistent quality of system services, exercise
the leadership expected of it by the member libraries, and remain accountable
to the state government for its broad concern in libraries and for the funds
appropriated. Yet, the State Library is subject to the prov ions of the
Administrative Procedure and Texas Register Act, which becamv effective on
January 1, 1976, and provides an appeal procedure which can serve to clarify
policy and lead to policy revision as well as resolvg a particular dispute.
Tinder thene circumstances arbitrary administrative acts, particularly ab-
horent in a truly cooperative arrangement, are not feasible on the part
of rhe State Library even if so inclined. This is one of the many balan-
cing features which has been considered in the process of designing a pro-
posed system of governance to provide equilibrium of influence among many
independent and voluntary participants.

In the implementation of the proposed legislation care will be re-
quired in establishing procedures for preparing plans of service. The more
thorough the interchange between systems headquarters and their libraries
and between the headquarters and the State Library, the better will be the
plans and the smaller the disruptive disagreements.

-L- With regard to the division of specific service activities between
the State Library and the systems, the matter of management of the interlibrary
loan program is foremost and deserves special mention. If the system concept
is to prosper in Texas it is considered essential that the operation and fiscal
management of interlibrary loan be decentralized to the systems as soon as
they are administratively competent to assume the responsibility.



Organization of District Library Systems

The Commission is directed to prescribe the procedure for organizing
a district assembly. In so doing it could provide that at a meeting of
representatives sent to a district assembly by the governing bodies of the
various libraries the State Librarian could reside until the assembly elects
its awn officers. This would be similar to the action of the Secretary of
State of Texas, who presides for the legislative bodies until they are
organized.

Specifically, the State Library should draft a model set of bylaws
for district assemblies. This would greatly assist in the initial organizing
effort, and also encourage uniformity in officers and procedures.

The district systems, once organized will have a challenge in keeping
the citizen members of the assemblies informed and in active support of library
systems between annual meetings. Not only the system headquarters, but also
the library represented, will have an obligation to keep the respective re-
presentative informed. Since the opportunity for intervention by or aid from
such representative will undoubtedly occur from time to time in both local
library and system affairs, the effort should be worthwhile. The State
Library should find ways to assist in this through suggestions and publications.

Standards for district boards. Similarly for district library boards
it would be helpful if model bylaws could be prepared ahead of time for the
consideration of these boards at their organizational meetings. Model aAminis-
trative regulations also should be prepared. Of particular importance would
be the adoption of uniform budgeting, accounting and auditing procedures,
which could be accomplished by developing a manual of standard administrative
and financial practice. This has been done under similar circumstances in the
State for the regional planning commissions and more recently for the health
system agencies.

Director and system committees. The system director could be aided
by providing central assistance in personnel systems, job classification and
compensation studies. Service reports will need to be standardized to permit

intersystem comparisons. A number of administrative procedures related to
specific services would benefit from uniformity among systeus and system
directors would logically be involved in any joint efforts for their develop-

ment.

Committee arrangements at district level could be made similar in
purpose and helpful standards could be developed for effective inVolvement
of member libraries in system planning and management.

System Planning_Council

The Commission should provide basic rules for the operation of the
System Planning Council. This council has been proposed as a working organiza-
tion of basic importance to day-to-day service programs, intersystem and
state-system relationships, and to the development of plans of service.



The council also may originate broad policy. ,:rm.oroptc time to
time, arising naturally from the practical problem o):: 3ystem operations
with which it would be primarily concerned. In such ease it ;/ould refer
them to ehe State Librarian for consideration, who in turn might obtain the
views of the Advisory Board, and in cases requiring action of the Commission,
such as rule adoption, refer the matter to that level.

The inclusion on the council of the system presidents, as lay persons,
is considered of special importance. This participation will greatly strengthen
leadership at the local level, redounding not only to the advantage of the
director and the other district board members, but also to that of the meMber
libraries. Rules adopted by the Commission might allow the designation of
the district's vice president as an alternate to the president for purpose
of attendance at council meetings. Directors probably should not be allowed
to send staff members in their place except in eases of illness.

The presiding officer of the council should be the State Librarian, .,

Assistant State Librarian, or the Director of Library Development. The agenda'.
of the meetings should be prepared by the State Library, with all members
asked to submit agenda items.

The System Planning Council could become the most important single
body for bringing together local and state elements of the cooperative effort
for the development of administrative methods, problem-solving, and program
planning.

UtilizjnR Ihe_Interstate Compact

Following adoption of the Interstate Compact arrangements should be
made by the State Library to communicate regularly with counterparts in
adjoining states. System directors, especially those with coterminous
boundaries with an adjoining state should be encouraged to do the same with
directors of said state or states. Inthis way opportunities would be revealed
for widening_and strengthening librarY-ceoperation on a regional and national
scale.
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VI. THE RATIONALE FOR STATE PARTICIPATION
IN COOPERATIVE LIBRARY SYSTEMS

Why should the state government become involved in cooperative
library systems? As pointed out in the Phase II Report (VI-4), if
libraries in Texas should wish to form cooperative systems they have
that power already by means of contracting with each other. Furthermore,
funding arrangements through the libraries themselves could be incorporated
in said contracts. They would not need special legislation for this pur-
pose. If this method of organization were employed there also would be
no coucern over possible undue influence by the State, so often said to
follow state funding. What then is the reason for proposing state involve-
ment ia library systems? Why should the State Library be asked to partici-
pate?

No doubt the alternative of exclusively local involvement was con-
sidered and rejected in the late 1960's when the librarians of the State,
through the Texas Library Association, proposed active participation in
and substantial funding of library systems by the State of Texas. The
1969 Act, which was adopted at their request, clearly indicated a desire
for participation by the State of Texas through the State Library. In
fact, the legislation placed almost the entire responsibility for system
governance in the hands of Major Resource Centers and the State Library,
leaving the member libraries and their governing authorities with only
indirect influence. Through this legislation the libraries specifically
called upon the State Library (a) to adopt and administer a statewide
plan for development of public libraries, (b) to set membership and service
standards and enforce them, (c) to extend public library service to all
counties and cities of the State, and (d) to administer a program of
state grants for the operation of the cooperative systems and related
objectives. In short, the State Library clearly was asked to assume the
principal leadership role. This role plus substantial state funding were
enthusiastically endorsed by over 2,000 interested citizens and professional
librarians at the First Texas Governor's Conference on Librariei-in 1966
and subsequently by many actions of public officials and the literary com-
munity. Although the State Library had for sixty years been charged by
law with encouraging all libraries to improve service and had done so in
many ways, the new law was intended to intensify this effort far beyond that
of the past. When fully funded in fiscal year 1975 and subsequently, the
level of state participation in public library development was raised to an
important degree.

The federal government previously had adopted programs to spur
public library development, and funding from this source played an important
role in preparing the way for cooperative action in many states. When ade-
quate funding was delayed in Texas, federal funds were used to make the first
substantial effort to develop cooperative systems.
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The Role of Other States in Library Systems

In its awn planning Texas has profited from the experience of
some other states in determining its awn course of action. Unquestion-
ably the quality of library service has advanced most notably in states
that encouraged cooperative endeavors among libraries and suppc.:ted them
financially. Two with a good record of experience are New York and Illi-
nois. In these and other states it may be noted that the participarion
of the state government has not reduced local financial support of
libraries or reduced the feeling of local responsibility. This circum-
stance has provided added conviction that state participation and funding
in library systems improves service in ways that libraries alone cannot
achieve and in ways that are a justifiable and desirable extension of state
interest.

In other words, state involvement may be characterized as supple-
mentary to local efforts in activities not inherent in local administration.
Even without examining closely the nature of these activities, the pre-
sumption emerges that a logical state role has evolved. However, examina'-
tion of such presumption appears desirable, as follows:

Rationale of State Participation in Terms of

Probably the strongest argument for the need of cooperation among
libraries together with state support therefor is the impossibility of each
library having all of the books and other media of communication necessary
to meet the requests of their patrons. Furthermore, although the range of
bibliographic requests tends to be narrow when populations served are
smaller, the patron of the smallest library in the State may request a
volume so rare that it may exist only in one of the largest libraries.
But the patrons of the largest libraries also are limited in their requests,
for no library, however large, has every item called for. Some libraries,
at great expense, improve their collections substantially in order to
reduce the number of requests unfilled. But economic limitations and
problems in acquisitions, together with the infrequency of requests for
many items make this unjustifiable beyond a certain point. A collection
of 1,000,000 volumes in a county of 2,000 population, for example, could
fill most of its requests, but the costs per person would be enormous and
unacceptable. Furthermore, most of the books would remain unused.

Clearly, an exchange program places most books at the disposition
of every patron, even those in remote rural areas. Therefore, with a well
organized interlibrary loan program no library feels constrained to main-
tain a collection beyond a certain level of request fills. While that
"certain level" might be hard to identify with precision, obviously it is
at a point below that necessary for a library acting in isolation. Inter-
library loan matched with carefully sized and selected local collections
offers the best bib1iographic service at the lowest unit cost to society.
But even if the unit cost were somewhat higher, the enormous value of
placing greatly expanded bibliographic resources in the hands of every
citizen, wherever located, would be attractive to the public.
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How the State Assists in Achieving Bibliographic Balance

Experience has shown that interlocal cooperation has developed
frequently among rwo or a few units, whether they be libraries or other
public activities, but has not extended to-large numbers of independent
organizations unless supported by a central authority or coordinator. It

has been found impractical for the leaders of one or several local entities
to dedicate the time and expense for extensive organizational effort in-
volving their peers in projects of generally equal concern. Since this
function has traditionally been assumed at a higher or more comprehensive
level of activity, the interested organizations commonly request their
intervention. The more complex the endeavor and the greater the financial
requirements, the Laore this is true. Extensive interlibrary loan programs
are in the category of large and complex activities. Although collections
are the responsibility of individual libraries, interlibrary loan is
clearly a cooperative endeavor.

The State's first interest in interlibrary loan derives from its
standing interest in equalizing among its citizens the social, cultural,
and economic benefit of governmental action. A second interest stems from
its long-standing policy of encouraging local library development through
state cooperation and aid. In a very practical way, and because of cir-
cumstances peculiar to library service, these objectives cannot be met by
unassisted library cooperation. It has not happened in other states and
it would be unrealistic to expect otherwise in Texas.

It is not enough to say that benefits received by local citizens
from interlibrary loans should be paid by them locally. Being a statewide
activity it is more logical that local citizens receive part of the benefits
through funds paid by them to the State. While it is true that obtainine.
library materials through interlibrary loan saves the local library the
expense of purchasing as many books as otherwise it would need, in fact,
the cooperative endeavor also brings an increase in local patronage which
the library must meet in terms of staff, hours of access, and other features
of local service paid from local funds.

ln short, the Special needs of libraries as illustrated by the
service of interlibrary loan, benefit from and require intergovernmental
cooperation between the state and local levels. Ultimately a greater
exchange across state boundaries may be expected. Like every service,
it will stand or fall on its awn merits. In this case the merits seem so
outstanding that library service to all citizens may be expected to reach
levels previously thought impossible. But it will not do so without state
funds and coordinative support.

Sta e Part ci ation in Other Cooperative Serves

The above comments on interlibrary loan are illustrative, and such
an extended account with respect to other library services is considered
unaecessary. Nevertheless, a listing of certain services which already
have been found of great impcT:ance in cooperative library systems in Texas
and elsewhere might be useful at this point.
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Sharing of professional expertise is widely practiced in systems,

including cooperative purchasing, centralized processing staff,recruitment,
public information, report preparation, and printing. Some of these

activities also bring economic advantages. The initiation of such activi-
ties usually springs from leadershipin system activities which is shared

by the State.

Professional development is a significant activity which requires
interlibrary participation to achieve significant levels. Results are

real even if not susceptible to exact measurement. Workshops, distribu-
tion of professional information, and educational opportunities of various
kinds are involved. Central coordination and staffing assistance at the

state level is logical. It is an activity which the State Library has
carried on for quite a few years and is generally applauded by libraries
as helpful and natural.

Technical assistance to individual libraries is also an activity
which has been carried on by the State Library for some years. The crea-

tion of district systems has modified its role, and a large part of this
activity has been decentralized to the systems. The State Library's role
in this activity can be expected to remain relatively small, especially
if the district systems are made large enough to justify strong staff
personnel in this respect. However, technical assistance to systems
staff, and coordination and evaluation of system work done in this area
for individual libraries, will be called for from the State Library.

A major responsibility of the State Library will continue to be

intersystem activities. The boundaries of systems, as already pointed out
in the Phase II Report, are not intended to isolate the libraries or inhibit
needful communication and cooperation between systems. Nevertheless, this

. tendency inevitably develops and efforts by the State Library to encourage
intersystem cooperation is essential as a statewide concern.

Administration of Statt-Grants,
Planning. and Program Guidelines

The creation of district library systems implies acceptance by the
member libraries of the obligation to achieve the goals of the state legis-

lation that they sponsored. Base,' on this understanding the State appro-
priates funds related to statewiae interests in library services, and it
looks to the State Library to see that value is received. In broad terms

all parties arrive at basic agreement of mutual interests and the role of

each in furthering them. In details, of course, differences inevitably
arise from time to time regarding obligations, participatory roles, and
distribution of program benefits. The administrative process, in this

case acting through a cooperative structure of peers, must patiently and

continually seek and find viable conclusions.

The administration of state grants is always a sensitive area of

concern to all parties. It involves the whole area of program guidelines,

plans of service, and adequacy of program performance. The libraries

themselves, through district library systems, seek the most propitious way
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to achieve sound program planning and execution at the level where the
library patron is scrved. The State must be satisfied that the systems hale
developed adequate plans, and are carrying them out effectively, in order
to justify state financial support to system's operations. It adopts pro-
gram guidelines for this purpose. In so doing, however, not only is the
State Library, which is given this duty, acting in the interest of the
State, but also in that of the individual library members who profit from
a review of the adequacy of the work of their system heedquarters. Also,
the State carries a responsibility to insure a reasonable uniformity in pro-
gram quality among the several district systems and the sharing of program
experience among all involved.

Since this process of interaction is inevitable under a cooperative
system involving state funding, the participants may benefit by accommodating
themselves to the arrangements and helping it work to the advantage of the
program's objectives. The better the quality of input into the planning
process, the more smoothly and effectively the cooperative structure will
function. The State should not be forced into substituting for the libraries
through default in their own planning responsibilities, for this would alter
the intended desirable relationships.

It would be unrealistic to think that an involved process of the
kind described could be carried out voluntarily by a number of systems
lacking a coordinative mechanism. Under such circumstances, despite good
intentions, costs would tend to increase and effectiveness suffer to the
point of program reduction or elimination. If, therefore, library service
in Texas is to reach the higher level now possible and proposed, the State
has an essential cooperative role to play in developing program guidelines,
in planning specific services, and in funding joint activities not feasible
through local appropriations.

Aroadepinz Membership in,
District Library Systems

The greater the diversity of membership, the more com-4ex will be
the programs and operations of library systems. The proposed legislation
provides that any library in the State, under membership requirements ini-
tiated by the libraries themselves, may become members. It is perhaps the
most important single element of the proposal in terms of the bright poten-
tial it offers for future library service.

The proposed growth in number and types of libraries joined in
cooperative endeavors is significant in terms of the role of the'State. A
central coordinative agency is deemed essential to facilitate the arrange-
ments for this important extension of the cooperative en-deavor. The State
is the only organization that can effectively perform this role. Its
participation wOuld be justified on this basis alone if this study's views
of its importance are shared.

Administration of MeMbership Requirements

Requirements for membership in library systems have several pur-
poses. One is to insure that each member exerts a reasonable level of
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local effort to provide library service according to agreed standards.

Otherwise it could place disporportionate demands upon the system's

services, to the disadvantage of other members. The adoption of minimum
membership requirements eliminates at least the extreme conditions, as well

as identifying for the libraries concerned a reasonable betterment objective

for local adoption. Another purpose of membership is to indicate the value

of the privilege and emphasize the responsibilities for cooperation with

other members.

The best vehicle for enforcement of such requirements is in a

central agency. Although a district system headquarters may assist with
respect to libraries in its area, essentially it is a statewide function.

It falls logically among the duties to be assigned the State Library.

However, the requirements themselves should be developed by the libraries

themselves and proposed to the State Library. Upon agreement of the State

Library they 'should be adopted as rulee.

Statistical Reporting and Progrilm Evaluation

Professional librarians have generally cooperated in state and
national efforts for recording in statistical terms the status of library

development, despite the fact that the information has usually had limfted

value for most of them in terms of management of their awn library. However,

a parochial viewpoint occasionally is encountered, even in Texas, which

makes this task more difficult.

The responsibility for collecting and publishing certain statewide
library data has long been that of the State Library. The existence of

cooperative library systems has heightened the importance and usefulness

of the information. The proposed legislation would give it further impetus.
If organized and carried out well, ,the libraries of the State could receive

information not only useful in understanding the results of their coopera-

tive efforts, but comparative information of significant value for internal

management.

The recording and reporting of all manner of operational data are

functions of each library. The task of collecting, analyzing, and publishing
the statistical information for comparative purposes and total effect falls

logically to the State Library. It is an area of activity greatly neglected
in the past, although not through the choice of the State Library, and

nothing short of a thorough and comprehensive plan should be adopted.
Cooperative library systems are both a reason and a means for improving
comparative library data in Texas, and,the State's role is critical.

With respect to program evaluation the position of the State Library

is unique. Such evaluation naturally falls to the Library in terms of state

interest in the cooperative program. Also avrtlability of comparative data
between systems and libraries/is cl arly necessary if this is to be done.
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Conclusion

The averriding justification for participation of the State
Library in a cooperative system of library development is precisely the
cooperative aspect. This is clearly stated in the legislative declaration

of the proposed law. Lacking the uival bureaucratic machinery for program
execution, a central coordinativt. agency is needed to work with and work
for a group of voluntary, independent library organizations. It is a

leadership, not a command, position. And without it the endeavor would

surely falter, if no', fail.
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VII. THE POTENTIAL OF COOPERATIVE SYSTEMS
FOR TYPES OF LIBRARIES

One of the salient questions listed on page 1-2 in the Phase II
Report asks "Should cooperative systems be open to all libraries?" This
consultant would answer that question affirmatively. The original Library
Systems Act was limited to public libraries since the philosophy behind
it was to provide adequate informational and recreational resources avail-
able to all Texas citizens. Such a philosophy has traditionally been
associated with public libraries as "the people's university." Under
the additional funding provided in FY 1975 and FY 1976 public libraries
in the various systems are well on their way toward achievement of that
goal. A judicious mixture of local, state, and federal funds under the
encouragement of the various titles of the Library Services and Construc-
tion Act, has seen new public libraries established and older ones
strengthened to a significant degree. However, it is good to remember
that no library, of whatever type, exists in isolation.

One of the points which clearly emerged in librarianship in the
late fifties and early sixties was that students refused to regard
boundaries, whether geographic, economic, political, or by type of
library as barriers to their search for knowledge. They believed all
libraries should be available to them. The net result was that school
children in the post-Sputnik era and the increasing numbers of college
students tended to seek soluvion to their library problems wherever
they could find them. This occurred principally in the public litaries
along the East Coast where students often literally occupied every avail-
able seat, but it also occurred in Texas, especially in urban areas like
Houston where school libraries were often nonexistent and where college
library resources were often totally inadequate to meet the needs of
students and faculty members alike.

The emergence of Title II of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965, with its*provision for grants for school library
resources, for the first time enabled scho)1 systems to develop minimal
library resources and provide for some form of library service. Most
school districts in Texas now have school libraries in every school and
the achievements of the past decade have been impressive indeed.

At the same time higher education in Texas received increased
support from the state legislature to expand collections in a number of
institutions, and the federal Higher Education Act of 1965, Title II-A,
provided supplementary funds. As a result there emerged several univer-
sitiec in the system of state-supported higher education with resources
which not only supported the teaching and research activities of their
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students and faculty but also could be used by business and industry,

advanced students in secondary schools, and'the general citizens who

could not find the information.they needed for their own projw:tE. In

view of these recent collection-building efforts and the ongoing efforts

of the Coordinating Board, Texas College and University System tobring
academic libraries up to standard, system funds should be provideu for
collection building only where such efforts would result in additional

resources to strengthen the entire system programs in specialized disci-

plines. System funds should go primarily for Communication networks,
staff personnel, and development.

The library picture in. Texas today, despite weaknesses in some
areas, is a far different one from what it was a. deCade ago. If school,

public, and academic libraries do not yet meet the Standards of the older
and more prestigious States like Illinois, Michigan, and California, they

are at least quite respectable. Moreover, in their attemps to serve the
needs of their users more adequately, Texas librarians in all types of
libraries developed informal networks as well as formal networks, which
had an advantage not always known in other states: they actually worked.

Out of this milieu came such cooperative enterprises as the Inter-
University Council of the Dallas-Fort Worth Area, the Regional Informa-
tion and Communication Exchange, the Council of Research and Academic Lib-
raries of San Antonio, the TALON Regional Medical Library Program, the
Texas Information Network, and the Texas State Library Communication Net-

work. That each had flaws all participants admitted. That each also

served Texas citizens well, given the constraints of their operations,
also should be admitted.

The explosion of knowledge, often talked about to the point of
tedium during the sixties, was accelerated after Sputnik by the nation's

efforts to expand its own space efforts and to increase its pool of
technically educated personnel. The advent of the computer was helpful

to activities other than business including libraries, even if it didn't

quite achieve all that might have been hoped in information retrieval
and bibliographical control of information.

Texas, its municipalities, and the other states and nation as

a whole must now address seriously the form in which the maximum amount
of information can be made available to the largest-numher-of their
citizens at a reasonable cost. By this time there is surely enough evi-
dence to indicate that cooperative enterprises not only can help in the
solution of such problems but they are undoubtedly the only means by
which some services can be provided at all within limited fiscal resources.

What are some of the current patterns of library service in Texas
which might lead one to believe that other types of libraries are already
sharing resources and services with public libraries and would find it
advantageous to join an emerging comprehensive network on a voluntary

basis?
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First of all, for urban areas, there is the undeniable utiliza-
tion of all types of libraries by citizens without regard to their legal
status, their source of support, their primary clientele, and, their
designation, sometimes despite active discouragemerr. For example,
college students at places like the University of Houston have tradition-
ally sought solutions to their library needs on the basis of convenience.
That means a branch of a public library, the library of the business or
governmental unit in which they work, or personal collections. Community
college students, on the other hand, have often resorted to the collections
of the University of Houston and Rice University for their needs at night
and on the weekends. The Houston Community College now provides a refer-
ence librarian at Rice University during those periods in recognition
of the heavy use their students make of the Rice collections and services.
Meanwhile, secondary school students are making heavy use of the library
of Lamar State University Library and will undoubtedly make more use of
it once the new library building is in operatio4. However, one should be
careful in assessing this development. A student may use another library
not only because of convenience (e.g. closer to home, longer hours of
opening, ete.) but also because of resources which may be stronger in a
specialized field in which he or she is wroking. The public-spirited
nature of some of these institutions in opening their libraries to the
non-campus user in the face of heavy use by their awn constituents is
commendable but it does raise the question whether or not some recogni-
tion of the fact that their service load has increased should not call
for additional,compensation lest their library operations deteriorate
or break down from an overload. Being a part of a library system could
provide a rational basis on which such services could be recognized and
contracted.for.

Over the past decade the Texas State Library has assisted in
network experimentation to solve some of these problems by grants from
Title III funds of LSCA, by contracts through the Texas Information
Exchange, but most of all through the production of the Twos Numeric
Register. TNR, through its simple but effective location of materials
in most of the major libraries in the state, has enabled the lending to
be spread around among a variety,of academic and public libraries rather
than concentrating on any one large library for interlibrary loans, a
situation which earlier had been a major problem for a few large libraries.
Thus a pattern for working together already exists, both formally and in-
formally, but probably now needs additional attention with regard to
structure and organization.

One of the factors which should be recognized, as consideration is
directed to the possible expansion of the Library Systems Act to include
other types of libraries, is the state's responsibility to provide for
its citizens reasonable access to information in institutions that it
already supports. Substantial funds have been appropriated for all
types of libraries during the past decade. In most cases the use to
which these resources have been put testifies to the wisdom cf the legis-
laturi in making such ,esources available. In a real sense such resources
should be rogarded "s public resources and should be used for the maximum
benefit of all citi.zFus, although one may grant that their primary focus
is ot the specific constituency for Which the collections were built.



There is evidence that many school and academic librarians do indeed
view their collections in this light and await further developments
to work out the policies by which access can be provided in an orderly
and timely basis to non-campus users.

The problem has much to do with population and geographic dis-
tance. In urban areas individuals who use libraries are local taxpayers,
whether one is talking about school libraries, public libraries, college
libraries, or other governmental libraries. The majority of students in
a publicly supported university in an urban area, for example, come from
the same geographic area in which the institution is located. They
rightly view themselves also as patrons of the public library. Moreover,
it is in urban areas that major new attemps to serve the unserved, e.g.
especially the black and Mexican-American population, have taken place
in schools, colleges, and public libraries. All are seeking ways to
serve such ethnic groups more effectively. Yet there is not evidence
that such libraries, all working on essentially the same problem, have
investigated how they might provide needed library resources and services
jointly instead of separately. These two situations suggest important
areas where expansion of the Library Systems Act to include all types
of libraries could facilitate the sharing of expertise as well as re-
sources for the benefit of all institutions and probably at less cost
to the taxpayer.

Another good example of informational needs which calls for
cooperative efforts is the provision of computer-based literature searches.
Some institutions already provide such services either in their computer
centers or their libraries. The National Library of Medicine's MEDLINE
is only one example of many which could be cited. Access to such bto7,:ices
will become increasingly common in the next decade and the whole qp.:6,t4A
.of what social institution will handle such access is a debatable qt=tton.
However, many public and academic libraries are exploring ways to utilizk
such data bases and a library system might very well be the 'way to

approach the problem.

What should be kept in mind for such cooperative endefware is
that they do cost money, that provision for reimbursement for those tp-
stitutions carrying the heaviest load is essential, and that all lib7 xies
should be working toward a viable network to serve all citizens w.:0A maxi-

mum effectiveness. Although no one knows what the direction of 1..4e
emerging National Program for Libraries and Information Services will
take, it is fairly clear that state, regional, and nat!onal networks will
play an important role. The expansion of computer-base41 networks based
on the Ohio College Library Center, auch as AMIGOS, is testimony to that
fact. Interestingly enough, both public and academic libraries in Texas
are members ,1! AMIGOS.

The expansion of a specific library's service in order Lo become
a resource and jaformation center for tbe larger community may clearly
require addiUonal support i some instances. Other services might be
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provided without such direct support in recognition of the institution's
public obligation to the citizens as a whole. Examples of services
which should be reimbursed would certainly include the communications'
systems, whether telephonic, telegraphic, computer, or plain old station
wagon. Others would doubtless include the production of bibliographic
tools serving the larger community of librarianship rather than just the
individual library.

Much of what has been said above deals with larger populazion
centers and not with those areas of the state which are small and where
even traditional library service is apt to be prohibitively exrPnsive.
Such areas are not immune to the emergence of systems; they prc.bably
should be viewed as equally in need of the consistent planning and ser-
vices which only a library system can provide. ''There are some Texas
counties which have neither school libraries, academic libraries, or
public libraries and whose small population, acting alone, will probably
never provide sufficient funds to make them feasible economically. Joint
efforts with adjoining jurisdictions, perhaps involving delivery services
from the nearest library, must be made in order to see that these citizens
who are separated by geagraphy from larger concentrations (if resources
and services are not neglected. Under a system utilizing all libraries
as a part of one network this should be possible. In planning for area0.7

of sparse population attention should be given to delivery ot:r.trics othtlr
than the traditional branch library. Bookmobiles are "old hat" new I-ut
they are still being used effectively in the North Carolina mountai;
and other areas of Appalachia to bring information to spareely inhabited
counties. Whether such units operate from one type of library or another
make:a less difference than that they do overate with a commitment co serve
the needs of these citizens.

The largest cost to any library or other labor-Lntemive operation
is personnel. If library systems are to operate effe(!rivety, they must
have well qualified librarians with a commitment to maklrg the system work.
Systems normally require more sophisticated training than that required
for the traditional library. In addition there is a need for training
individual library staffs in methods which will ensure successful perfor-
mance of new responsibilities. Workshops, seminars, and institutes held
in various locations can sensitize staff members to needs of each library's
users. System-wide efforts for continuing educatton of professional
personnel could result in better programs than any one library, even the
largest, can afford by itself. Shared-pernonnel opportunities for the
system should not be overlooked. The cheapest way to achieve adequate
reference service for example, may be a systemwide reference facility to
which immediate access can had by any citizen approac4ing his or her
local library and asking for assistance. The means of communicating with
the headquarters' reference staff exists. What is lacking is the coor-
dination ,to assure its effeotiveness. Such an approach to library systems
emphasizes service and the intensive mining of all available resources.
When the advantages of such a system are indicated to the citizens of
Texas we believe they will support a systems expansion enabling all types
of libraries to join in a new and better type of service for all.
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VIII. A WORKABLE, PRACTICAL, FUNDABLE, ACCEPTABLE SYSTEM

The study of the Texas State Library System, after analysis of
its governance and operations under the 1969 Act Followed by a look at
alternative structures that might better serve in the future, has proceeded
to the point of considering amendatory legislation. In addition to re-
viewing the appropriateness of each paragraph of the proposed legislation,
a simultaneous look from the vante point of a broader perspective is
deemed worthwhile. Specifically, it appears reasonable for the library
groups involved in this study and the State Library to pose the question
whether the newly designed organization will do what is wanted. Will the
proposed new governance accomplish the objectives which have been broadly
identified in the course of this study? In short, using the words of the
State Library in initiating this study, will it be "workable, practical,
fundable, and acceptable?"

Workability of a Loose Confederation

It is true that an important distinction is evident with regard
to a plan of institutional cooperation such as this, namely that the
hierarchical pattern usually adopted by mankind as the organizational means
for achieving comnon objectives is largely missing. In social organization
it is customary to provide for a descending order of power, such as from
national to state to local government. Within each unit of government,
and indeed within each division thereof, a similar structure of authority
extends downward from a director to the ultimate worker. This pyramidal
structure is the one most familiar to people in their formal organizational
relationships, both in government and private endeavors. Frequently termed
a bureaucracy, it has been subject, especially in recent decades, to ex-
hausttve analysis by administrators, political scientists, and sociologists.

Voluntary cooperation goes on within a bureaucracy. Description of
the organizational process often begins with an example of a primitive man
first helping another to more a rock, with one of them assuming a superior
hierarchical or leadership position by indicating the moment and direction
for pushing. But in a bureaucracy a stronger coercive potential is present,
of which all participants are aware: cooperation brings individual rewards
and noncooperation brings sanctions. These bureaucratic forces are con-
stantly at work, permeating the life of the organization and shaping the
daily behavior of all persons involved.

Organizational Relationshim; in Cooperative Systems

The proposed library system differs in degree, in a substantial
degree it may be said, from the normal bureaucratic structure mankind
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has employed for endeavors of this kind. Cooperation is highly voluntary,
with the element of coercion minimized. Withdrawal from participation is
discretional, leaving the withdrawing library in much the same position as
it was before joining the endeavor. It is reasonable, therefore, to ask
whether this unusual scheme of, relationships can succeed, to which question
the follawing discussion is addressed.

A cooperative system is a means to preserve the existing powers
and participatory discretion of all library elements, and to extend the
effectiveness of their services even though receiving substantial state
funding and coordinative staff assistance. Cooperation to the same ends
would be possible without such state assistance, but the financial motiva-
tion for libraries would be missing. Furthermore, in such case a central
coordinative mechanism would have to be created apart from the State, a
circumstance full of potential conflict with traditional intergovernmental
patterns.

Therefore, the current endeavor seeks to involve the State, through
its State Library, while preserving the organizational status quo to the
maximum possible. Participation of the State Library brings both financial
and coordinative assistance, and a central voice for interstate and national
library concerns. The State Library has, to date, indicated its willingness
to assume the desired role, in the belief that it is viable and progressive
in terms of library development, not contrary to interest in keeping govern-
ment and library activities close to the people, nor prejudicial to the
traditional authority and independence of the member libraries and their
sponsoring authorities, public or private.

With respect to precedent, many examples of voluntary cooperation
may be seen in government, business, and the two together. However, each
example must be examined in order to compare the similarities in detail.
Most examples are limited in scope and especially in numbers of participants.
For example, of over one thousand interlocal contracts identified between
local governments in Texas, very few involved more than two parties, usually
a city and a county.' Despite the potential for good, the formidable
obstacles encountered in bringing large numbers of independent local
authorities into agreement on program needs and cooperative methods have
effectively prevented large-scale efforts. For this reason the Texas
library community, through the Texas Library Association, sought and
obtained special enabling legislation in establishing library systems
in the State. That the State Library wag willing to assume a coordinative
role greatly helped, indeed was a key factor, but this does not diminish
the merit of those whose efforts were particularly outstanding in creating
the Texas State Library System.

1
David W. Tees and Jay G. Stanford. Handbook for Interlocal Contracting in
Texas. Institute of Urban Studies, University of Texas at Arlington,
November 1972.
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E. 1m es of international coo erative endeavors. At the international
level both general and specialized organizations have been created by in-
dependent nations. They join voluntarily in cooperative programs to improve,
for example, health (disease knows no borders, it is often said) and agri-
culture, both specialized concerns, as well as to accomplish broader con-
cerns through such bodies as the U.N. General Assembly. In these cases,
lacking other organizational means, the cooperative structures were created
by the voluntary participants. (No superior earthly authority existed on
which to call for coordination.) In this case, too, participation is volun-
tary, and many cases of refusal to join, or of withdrawal, or of limited
participation have been noted.

Regional planning commission as a Texas example. In Texas a re-
gional planning commission represents an instance of local governments and
private organizations voluntarily forming and participating in a coopera-
tive system within a geographical area prescribed by the State. In Texas
these commissions are provided with generally noncoercive financial and
coordinative support from a Division of Planning Coordination in the Governor's
Office, and a similar pattern exists in the other states. An interesting
aspect of voluntary cooperative efforts of the type represented by the plan-
ning commissions is their newness in the American society. Again, an en-
abling act undergirds the endeavor.

Significance of the new emphasid on cooperative structures. One
cannot dismiss the rise of these new cooperative structures, of which
library systems also are clearly outstanding examples in other states as
well as Texas, by simple pointing to the democratic nature of American
institutions over the centuries or the propensity to cooperation engendered
in a lingering frontier society. The fact is that library cooperatives of
the type envisioned in Texas, and other similar examples of voluntary
cooperative structures, represent a new advance in the science of adminis-
tration and the art of self-government in this country. They are still
experimental, although each year brings new evidence of their usefulness
to the people and the likelihood of an indefinite period of service. In
a sense they are a compliment to mankind's skill in social organization.

One must conclude, therefore, that libraries, in seeking coopera-
tive systems which will preserve their existing powers and those of the
governing bodies that established them, are actually assuming leadership
in an interesting and potentially important development in self-governance.
Furthermore, their endeavors are precisely in the direction most applauded
by a democratic people who prefer to retain as much power in their own hands
as possible.

Organizational and operational chanRes under cooperative schemes. It
does not follow that there are no risks in pioneering new methods. For this
reason it is desirable to make careful plans for orRanizing the endeavor and
equally careful plans for the operation1L methods. It is common in charters
of governance to stress structural relationships and functions, leaving
procedures to subsequent administrative discretion. This may stem partly
from inability to plan needed procedures with accuracy, but is commonly

41.5

VIII-3



explained as necessary to achieve flexibility under changed conditions.
Whether such explanation represents in part an excuse for non-inclusion,
or a justifiable reason, it appears generally true that procedures tend
to remain, in most organizations, less well developed and documented than
for organizational structure. This is partially offset by the power and
directness present and employed in bureaucratic structures, by means of
which a system of rewards and sanctions brings divergent participants into
line regardless of inadequacies in procedures.

It must be kept in mind, therefore, that some restraints and pres-
.

sures of a bureaucratic structure are partly absent and others differently
applied in a cooperative system of peers. What then can substitute for the
normal influences of governance in order to mobilize diverse and independent
organizations for the selection and achievement of goals? The answer to
this question lies, it is Submitted, partly in the way the governing struc-
ture is designed, partly in the special attention and care given to the
development of procedures, and partly in the understanding and conformity
with both amang the parties involved. Both organization and procedures
need to be designed with a consciousness that the customs of a traditional
bureaucracy do not fit the new cooperative scheme. A deliberate modifica-
tion of the usual pattern of thought in organizations also is needed on
the part of participants. This may be fostered both by the structure and
procedures of governance themselves, but awareness may also be created
through discussion, example, and repeated reference. These points are
developed further hereafter.

OrRanizational Structure

The proposed model legislation addresses itself in several ways
to the structural needs of a cooperative of independent libraries rather
than to the typical hierarchical approach. Nevertheless, the same or even
greater results in productivity and cost-effectiveness are intended.

Function of the State Library. The State-Library has four major
roles under the proposed legislation: (a) to represent the State of Texas
in carrying out the provisions of the legislation, (b) to serve as the
agent of the member libraries in formulating policies and procedures con-
sonant with the legislation and adopted as rules by the Commission, (c) to
perform such duties of policy execution and program coordination as re-
quired by the legislation and the rules, and (d) to participate in carrying
out specific services such as interlibrary loan and profeEsional development.

The State Library, therefore, has a complex role of representing
the Governor and Legislature, collaborating with the libraries in policy
formulation, enforcing the collctive wishes of the libraries, and sharing
in program execution. Potentiai conflicts are inherent among these roles,
necessitating great care Ln choaaing the correct course of action in each
decision.

As long as the major ol)jec.ives of the legislation are observed,
the State Library should encourage the libraries to assume the major
effort in policy development and program management, utilizing district
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systems for these purposes. But it cannot escape being involved in the
volatile process of developing and enforcing adopted standards and
obliging adherence to program guidelines, duties required of it by desire
of the libraries themselves under both the 1969 Act and the proposed
revision. One of the aspects of the obligation is to help ensure that
no system operation lags behind the others in the development of system
services.

The State Library also carries central responsibility for overall
evaluation of system performance, preparation of reports, and maintenance
of essential statistical data.

Highly significant as a feature in all of its duties is the
manner in which the State Library must function. It carries out, in part,
a delegated role given bythe librarians. It must be a participant, too,
in the voluntary association of libraries. Intentionally it is not given
the degree of authority to command found in bureaucratic structures. Yet
it is provided authority to the degree that its associates, the libraries,
desire and that the State must require. The line is not easy to draw, and
tends to shift according to the business at hand. The proposed legislation
itself and the rules adopted thereunder guides the State Library in its
response to any given situation. Therefore personnel of the State Library
must be sensitive to the varying relationships associated with each aspect
of its work.

The role of district library svstems_. The current hierarchical
pattern of a district library system under the 1969 Act would be modified
under the proposed amendatory legislation. In fact, the strength of the
proposed plan of governance in this'regard rests on the power of local
library authorities to organize systems responsible to them through their
own representatives. The system director and staff are to be in continual
contact with library directors throughout the district. The'member lib-
raries are given the primary responsibility for formulating program and
determining priorities. Local authorities, not the State Library, appoint
and remove a system director. At both the state level and the district
level, trained librarians are to provide advice and counsel. In fact,
without their goodwill and approval the program cannot be carried out.

Clearly, in a cooperative effort it is easier to disrupt program
execution through deviant behavior than would be the case if all libraries
were part of a hierarchical system. Such instances might occur, as have
already been suggested in operations under the 1969 Act. But on the other
hand, apart from the fact that application of a traditional strong hier-
alchy to Texas library systems probably would be generally unacceptable,
the strengths of locally generated enthusiasms and keen insight into'local
needs also would be partly sacrificed. Therefore, under a cooperative
arrangement the means of responding to occasional disruptions prejudicial
to mutual interests should be those selected and used, So far as possible,
by a librarian's own peers. This should not be left only to a system
headquarters or the State Library.
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Yhe influence of veers. An important feature of the cooperative
organization proposed is the emphasis given to the functioning of peers.

Each library is given a voice. When a system headquarters or the State
Library receives standards with which to require compliance it is because
the libraries have so authorized or agreed. If program guidelines appli-
cable to all systems are adopted by the Library and Historical Commission,
it is because the libraries of the state collectively and by designated
interest groups, have developed such guidelines and negotiated With the

Commission for their adoption.

In fact, library members, as peers, work at two levels under the

proposed legislation; the district library system and the state library

system. The State Library and the system member libraries (and the system
headquarters in representation thereof) have the responsibility for develop-
ing statewide standards, program guidelines, and intersystem policies and
procedures, to be monitored on behalf of all libraries by the State Library.
The programs of the district systems are planned in accordance with the
adopted guidelines by the library members thereof, with the system head-
quarters responsible for coordinating and executing them.

It is evident, therefore, that under the proposed legislation the
librarians and the lay representatives of such libraries are to be engaged
in the governance of district and state library systems on a scale never

before experienced. In so doing, the librarians of the State will assume

new and powerful responsibilities for overall library development. They

will do so under a novel arrangement of relationships, cooperative rather
than Eierarchical. This will require careful study and adjustment to the
roles they should play; the better their orientation the more successful
will be the cooperative efforts. More than ever before their concerns
will extend beyond their awn library; the progress of libraries throughout
the State and the effectiveness of interlibrary programs will occupy more

of their time and attention. This broadened concern is intended to be

logical and natural. The ultimate objective is that all such cooperative
effort have one major effect--the betterment of each librarian's awn
library for service to local patrons. Thte io a normal goal of a librarian,
and cooperative systems represent another meann to help achieve it. It is

probably the most important new method in recent history for improving
library services.

Procedures for Allocating Program Resources

When one contemplates the histJry of conflict over the division
of public funds among services of great interest to varying segments of
society and the never-ending search for smoothing the process, it Zs
sobering when one attemps to affirm confidently that any particular organi-
zational structure or procedure is better than aricther in achieving a fair

and acceptable apportionment. In fact, in such process one c',oes not attempt

to suppress differing opinions, since these can sharpen issues and indicate

solutions, but rather to reduce the tanotion involved and increase the

rationality of approach. The various alternatives and their significance

are aired and means are sought to reach workable compromises.
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These means are procedures which enable each participant to join
thoughtfully in ascertaining the service needs of the people, identifying
clientele groups, selecting program service objectives broadly and in detail,
and establishing service levels and work volumes. Upon completing such a
process it is then feasible to assign detailed organizational responsibilities
for program execution, choose methods to be utilized,-än:d determine manpawer
and logistical requirements.

The above process is recurrent as adopted programs are periodically
reviewed and adjusted to changed situations such as new client needs,
changed productivity rates, and funding variations. Such reviews require
procedures for continual measurement and evaluation. Usually the measures
are the same as those employed in establishing service objectives.

The Importance of Participatory Procedures to Systems

The above procedures with respect to program planning and manage-
ment are not strange to libraries. Within their sponsoring organizations
they are found, in varying degrees, in the annual budgeting process and
other planning exercises. In short, they are procedures which have been
developed gradually for the bureaucratic scheme of organization. But here
the concern is with a cooperative organization of independent, voluntary
institutions, and how such procedures bear thereon.

It is submitted that even greater importance accrues to such
procedures in this case. This is because the organizational fabric of a
voluntary cooperative endeavor is more fragile than most bureaucratic
institutions. More independent views are involved, which may not be
slighted nor brusquely and arbitrarily rejected. Voluntary members may
withdraw from a cooperative with which they may feel dissatisfied, either
partially with regard to specific services, or entirely. Therefore, sound
procedures, carried ,.)ut with the full knowledge and participation of all
members, assume more than usual importance IL program development. As a
product thereof, acceptable guidelines and doctrine for program content
and development emerge and provide comAnuity in programs. The concern
then becomes one of staying alert for changed conditions calling for
c:eresponding modification of programs. When this happens, the process
o-F. re-thinking the program and developing new guidelines again involves the
entire membership. The process must be continual and responsive if the
cooperative organization is to remain vttal and.strong.

In fact, acceptable participatory means for allocation of bene-
fits are especially desirable for cooperative enterprises, probably even
critical to their survival. The reason for this is that general under-
3tanding and acquiescence to resource distribution is acquired by such pro-
cedure. Even in those cases of doubt of nonconformity with majority views,
the prPduct of a rational method well executed usually leaves a large degree
of muLoal program benefit by obtaining the continuing fidelity of partici-
pants to the basic objectives of cooperation.
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The Foundation of Resource Allocation- Se,yrice Needs of Patrons

There is one feature considered i.!ssential to the programming pro-
cedure of a cooperative library system, namely emphasis on the service needs
of library patrons. Few library,directors can maintain among their peers

a position that would favor their particular libraries as organizational
elements of a cooperative system against overriding needs of patrons who
would be better served in a different manner. There must be a way among
independent participants to develop in a convincing manner, supported by

facts, a program that is patron-oriented. When this is done, the selection

of means and the allocation of corresponding work volumes, service benefits,
and resources among member libraries on a logical and understandable basis

is feasible. Otherwise serious division of opinion, threatening to system
success or even survival, can arise between libraries of differing orienta-

tion. Small libraries might otherwise believe large libraries are favored,

or vice versa. Rural libraries could be alienated from metropolitan ones.
School libraries could complain of partiality to academic libraries, or
public libraries. In short, all sorts of misunderstandings could arise.
The procedures for resource allocation must suffice to prevent this,
gaining in the process maximum goodwill and understanding among libraries
of varying characteristics and clientele, and focusing attention on the
needs of the patrons of the State, whether they be child or adult, student
or scientist, handicapped or aged, according to their specific needs. If

a cooperative system of all libraries should reach beyond current programs.
With everyone benefitting from a logical system of resource apportionment,
this important and critical effort of cooperation can succeed.

The value of cooperative planning. The question may be logically
asked whether program planning is likely to be more complex and tOte con-
suming for a cooperative than for a bureaucracy. The ansWer appears to be

yes. Due to the large number of members, each of whom must be kept informed,
encouraged to participate in the collection of data and identification of
service needs, and involved in program decisions, the communications pro-
cess will be more lengthy and involved Olan that of most organizations with

a pyramidal hierarchy.

Nevertheless, the rewards for each member library in terms of its

awn institutional insights, knowledge of patron needs, and understanding of
the cooperative program appear to justify the effort of program planning.

Much of it should go on anyway. Outside stimulus through a cooperative
system would be expected to provide motivation for more planning than

otherwise would be done. One benefit received would be better local pro-

gram understanding and financial support. Another would be improved in-
ternal management, including greater awareness of local needs to be satisfied

by local programs. Professional development of the personnel involved also

would result. In fact, the program planning process of the system would be

so pervasive as to reach every aspect of library service.
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Conclusions Regarding Workability of the
Proposed Legislation

If cooperative library systems as proposed in the legislation
herein are to be successful, they must be encouraged and nourished by
society in general and by the direct participants in particular. The
structure of the organization has been carefully designed to strike a
balance between a number of important values, so that current strengths
in the forms of government in Texas and important elements in present
library organization may be combined with aspirations for new achievements
and new methods in library service. If the desire for retention of these
current strengths has bee: correctly interpreted, and the wishes of the
library community for joint action toward new and expanded goals under-
stood, the proposed system of governance of cooperative library endeavors
is workable. Indeed, the other alternatives mentioned in the Phase II
Report appear less and less attractive as comparisons are made.

This does not mean that there will be no problems. Understanding
of relationships will not be achieved immediately, just as they have not
yet under the 1969 Act. New patterns of cooperation between libraries
will be required. Librarians must become accustomed to new roles and
widened responsibilities. If the proposed legislation is adopted, new
and important procedural rules and program guidelines will need to be
developed at both the state and district system levels, requiring con-
siderable study and compromise among library administrators in order to
achieve maximum results. It is a process full of enormous promise for
library development. With care, patience, and goodwill, the library
community, through cooperation, can realize the great potential.
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